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Mailing Address: 11490 C Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603
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The Honorable Larry Gaddis The Honorable Eugene S. Gini,

Jr.

Presiding Judge, Superior Court Judge of the Superior Court and

County of Placer Advising Grand Jury Judge

Department 2 Department 12

101 Maple Street 11270 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603 Auburn, CA 95603

Subject: 2006-2007 Placer County Grand Jury Reports

Dear Judge Gaddis and Judge Gini,

The 2006-2007 Placer County Grand Jury is pleased to present this final report to the
Presiding Judge and the Advising Judge of the Superior Court of Placer County.

The members of the Placer Grand Jury dedicated countless hours of hard work to
bring this Final Report to you both and the citizens of Placer County. In July of last
year, 19 Placer County citizens volunteered to serve on the Grand Jury. After being
selected and sworn in, they gathered as the newly impaneled 2006-2007 Grand Jury
to begin the task of producing a series of Final Reports on the status of our county. In
a very short time these strangers became a working team creating the Final Report
submitted herein. Along the way, we met many times in committees and in plenary
sessions to consider, contemplate, plan, interview, write, rewrite, edit and rewrite
again. The members often vigorously debated many points of view on topics we
thought important and critical to the process. We are no longer strangers.

Of special interest to this Grand Jury, in the months of August and September a
lengthy criminal indictment hearing was conducted at the request of the Placer
County District Attorney’s Office. In November the Grand Jury was once again
requested to hold a criminal hearing of a much shorter duration. One additional
criminal indictment hearing was held in 2007. All three criminal hearings resulted in
True Bills being issued by the Grand Jury. The last time the Grand Jury was
impaneled to conduct criminal hearings was in 2002.
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The second notable effort involved the updating of the Grand Jury Handbook. This
was accomplished over several months and involved gathering information from the
California State Grand Jury Association. In addition to this activity, work was
completed on updating the State of California Archives with all available copies of
prior Grand Jury Final Reports.

We are also pleased to report after ten years of reporting on the need to update or
replace the aging Sheriff’s Substation at North Lake Tahoe (commonly referred to as
the Burton Creek facility), the County Executive Officer has agreed to schedule the
replacement of the facility on the existing site in the 2008 construction schedule.

We would like to take this opportunity to express our thanks and gratitude to the
court staff and elected officials who every year face yet another new group of Grand
Jury members. They patiently answered our questions and counseled us in the ways
of county government leaving us feeling as if our concerns and queries were new and
unique. We would like to thank the many public employees who so graciously took
the time to explain and assist us in our daily efforts to function as a Grand Jury. We
would also like to thank the staff of the Placer County District Attorney’s Office, for
allowing us to be of service to the citizens of Placer County.

The Jury believes we have accomplished our required tasks and reported on issues of
substance affecting citizens of Placer County. We also believe the enclosed Final
Report will provide greater knowledge and insight into the functions of our county
government. We strongly encourage every citizen to look at the Grand Jury’s
findings, recommendations and responses from their public officials.

The 2006-2007 Placer County Grand Jury thanks you for your support and counsel
during the past year and for the opportunity to serve the citizens of Placer County. It
has been an education, a privilege and an honor.

Sincerely,

JohwnWallawch

John Wallauch
Foreman
2006-2007 Placer County Grand Jury
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Abstracts

Lincoln Water District

The Placer County Grand Jury investigated two complaints into water and wastewater rate
increases by the City of Lincoln to determine if the increases were in violation of Proposition 218. The
Grand Jury reviewed both Proposition 218 and documentation provided by the City of Lincoln in
support of its rate increases. Proposition 218 specifically excluded fees for water, sewer and refuse
collection services from the voter approval requirement of Proposition 218. For four years the City of
Lincoln elected not to pass on rate increases by Placer County Water Agency resulting in a shock to the
community when the cumulative 70% increase in water rates was imposed. Wastewater rate increases
are attributable to improvements to the existing wastewater treatment plant and operating costs of a new
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility. Even though the cost of construction was borne by
developers, the new facility has generated increases in operating costs. It appears that revenue generated
as a result of increases in wastewater rates will be allocated exclusively to the operation of the
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility. The Grand Jury concluded that water and wastewater
rate increases by the City of Lincoln were adopted in compliance with Proposition 218 and no vote of
the public was required.

Roseville Transit

The Grand Jury conducted an investigation into the operation of Roseville Transit as part of its
overall responsibility to confirm that taxpayers are receiving the maximum value for tax revenues spent
to support the public transportation system. The Grand Jury found there is a large disconnect between
the size of the buses in use and the actual number of riders aboard them.

The Grand Jury also concludes and recommends that agencies and local governments responsible for
oversight of Roseville Transit should require increases in average fare box recovery rates for the fixed
routes within the systems. Currently, Roseville Transit relies upon a disproportionate amount of the
total average fare box recovery from the commuter bus routes which potentially can be impacted and
displaced by the expansion of light rail.

Auburn Police Department

The Grand Jury conducted its annual inspection of the Auburn Police Department. The
Department is in compliance with California Penal Code Section 919(b). A commendation letter to the
Chief of Police was sent following the on-site inspection.

Burton Creek Substation

The Grand Jury conducted its annual inspection of the Placer County Sheriff’s Burton Creek
Substation. This facility has been recognized to be inadequate for more than ten years. With the
existing facility there is inadequate space to house all the essential functions of the Sheriff’s
administration, jail/booking facility, investigations, records and dispatch offices. Burton Creek has
found it necessary to expand the facility to keep up with the growth of its department and anticipates a
move to a new location in the near future. Given the condition of the facility, the Grand Jury was
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pleased with the administration, maintenance and staffing of this facility. The employees at Burton
Creek are a credit to the community they serve.

Rocklin Police Department

The Grand Jury conducted its annual inspection of the Rocklin Police Department. The Rocklin
Police Department moved into a new and larger facility, which was designed to handle its growth. The
Grand Jury was pleased with the maintenance and staffing of this facility.

Roseville Police Department

The Grand Jury conducted its annual inspection of the Roseville Police Department. The Grand
Jury was pleased with the maintenance and staffing of this facility. The Roseville Police Department has
found it necessary to expand the facility to keep up with the growth of its department.

Lincoln Police Department

The Grand Jury conducted its annual inspection of the Lincoln Police Department. The Grand
Jury was pleased with the maintenance and staffing of this facility. The Lincoln Police Department has
found it necessary to expand the facility to keep up with the growth of its department and anticipates a
move to a new location in the near future.

Placer County Main Jail

Placer County’s main jail is located in Auburn and is operated by the Sheriff’s Department. This
facility houses prisoners from all law enforcement agencies located in Placer County. The Grand Jury
inspected the facility and determined that it is being operated in an efficient and professional manner by
a well-trained staff. During the past year improvements have been made to reduce prisoner traffic in the
medical unit waiting area by sending medical personnel to the holding areas. Facility construction
problems as noted in the 2005-2006 Grand Jury report still exist.

Citizen Complaints/ Follow Up

The 2003-2004 Placer County Grand Jury made recommendations to the Auburn, Lincoln,
Rocklin, and Roseville Police Departments, as well as the Placer County Sheriff’s Office regarding their
citizen complaint processes. No follow-up was done on the processes in subsequent years until the
2006-2007 Grand Jury revisited the various law enforcement agencies and ascertained that they are
maintaining citizen complaint files in a well-organized manner.

Quimby Act

The Grand Jury investigated a complaint into the alleged inappropriate use of Quimby Act funds
by the Auburn City Council for rehabilitation at Recreation Park in the City of Auburn. The Grand Jury
determined, based on California Government Code Section 66477, the Auburn City Council did not
violate the act in the use of these funds. Upon reviewing the law, the Grand Jury found that the use of
Quimby Act funds was appropriate for the repair and rehabilitation of Recreation Park.



Sewer Lift Station Upgrade

During 2006, the City of Auburn Public Works Department upgraded an existing sewer lift
station on Canyon Drive which resulted in numerous complaints from residents. The City of Auburn
installed a larger generator, more equipment and diesel fuel storage. As a result of residents’
complaints, the Public Works Department has agreed to build a roof and wall over the lift station
equipment. The City will also landscape the area to reduce sound and aesthetically improve the lift
station site.

County Auditor/Controller

The Grand Jury has looked into the operations of the Office of the Auditor/Controller for the
County of Placer. An examination was also made of accounting procedures and the ability of this office
to fulfill its responsibilities to other county departments and to the county’s citizens and taxpayers. The
procedures and capabilities of the outside auditors to perform their functions were reviewed. The Grand
Jury has concluded that this office and its outside auditors are highly qualified to perform their assigned
tasks.

The Grand Jury has also found it to be in the county’s best interest to form an Audit Committee. That
committee would oversee the functions of the county’s external auditors.

Placer County Juvenile Detention Facility

The Grand Jury conducted its annual inspection of the Placer County Juvenile Detention Facility
and found it to be well maintained and staffed.

Community Development Resource Agency

The Placer County Community Development Resource Agency purchased a land use
management system. Four years and one million dollars later. . .this system still has not been fully
implemented.

Placer County purchased a software package to expedite its land use management practices in 2003,
with the system going live early in 2004. It was reported to the Grand Jury that between the purchase
price, ongoing software maintenance and user education, the county has invested over a million dollars
in this solution. To date, the Building Department has successfully implemented the record keeping
function, but few other features are used. County management insists the delay is due to a complicated
interface that makes the system difficult to use. The system doesn’t support Placer’s multi-layered
permit fee structure, and until recently, an ambiguous county ordinance. While the Community
Development Resource Agency and Information Technology (IT) have invested hundreds of hours in
user training and process modification, there is scant evidence that Placer County is getting value
received for its money.

Placer County Office of Education

An employee of Placer County Office of Education (PCOE) believes that PCOE employees are being
discouraged from filing child abuse reports. All PCOE employees are required by law to report any
suspected child abuse. The Grand Jury found several process and procedure improvements that could be
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implemented to better assist PCOE employees in filing these mandatory reports. The Grand Jury may
become involved in criminal activity associated with child abuse and child abuse reporting if requested
do so by the District Attorney, but criminal activity is not pursued independently by the Grand Jury.

Auburn Union School District

The service provided to the community by the Auburn Placer County Library (Library) is routinely
disrupted by some parents and students of E.V. Cain Middle School (School). In addition, Library
property has been vandalized by School students. Problems occur when students arrive and depart from
the School campus through Library property. This report recommends immediate cooperative action,
led by Auburn Union School District (AUSD) to solve a crucial situation which is negatively impacting
the Library and potentially endangering children coming and going to the School. A task force
comprised of key leaders in the community should be established to solve problems caused by students,
their parents and caregivers who approach and leave the School through Library property. The task
force should provide a united front to enforce legal behavior on Library property. The united front of
the task force should deal swiftly and consistently with the specific individuals who violate the law and
who violate Library rules on Library property.

Newcastle Fire Protection District

The Placer County Grand Jury conducted an extensive investigation into the operations of the
Newcastle Fire Protection District following the receipt of a citizen’s complaint about violations of
California’s Brown Act and staffing at the Scotts Flat Substation. During its investigation of the initial
complaint, the Grand Jury identified several other management issues such as a disunited board of
directors, a dilapidated physical plant, and morale issues among the fire fighters.
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FUNCTIONS AND HISTORY OF THE GRAND
JURY

HISTORY - The eleventh century holds claim to formation of juries. In 1215 the
jury theory had progressed into a pledge expressed in the Magna Carta, that no free
man would be “imprisoned or dispossessed or exiled or in any way destroyed . . .
except by the lawful judgment of his peers . ..”

In 1635, the Massachusetts Bay Colony impaneled the first grand jury to consider
cases of murder, robbery and wife beating. The U.S. Constitution’s Fifth
Amendment and the California Constitution call for grand juries. Grand juries were
established throughout California during the early years of statehood. As constituted
today, the criminal and civil grand jury is a part of the judicial branch of government,
an arm of the court system.

The criminal grand jury may conduct hearings to determine whether there is
sufficient evidence to bring an indictment charging a person with a public offense.
However, the district attorney usually calls for empanelment of a separate jury drawn
from the petit (regular trial) jury pool to bring criminal indictments. The civil and
criminal grand jury has the power to subpoena.

FUNCTIONS - The grand jury is an investigative body created for the protection of
society and the enforcement of the law. The grand jury in California is unique in that
its duty includes investigation of county government as provided by statutes passed
in 1880. Only a few other states require grand jury investigation beyond alleged
misconduct of public officials. Although the responsibilities of a juror are many and
diverse, the three predominant functions include:

CIVIL WATCHDOG RESPONSIBILITIES - This is the major function of
present day California grand jurors and considerable effort is devoted to these
responsibilities. The grand jury may examine all aspects of county and city
government and special districts to ensure the best interests of Placer County citizens
are being served. The grand jury reviews and evaluates procedures, methods and
systems utilized by county government to determine whether more efficient and
economical programs may be employed. The grand jury is also authorized to:

e Inspect and audit books, records and financial expenditures to ensure that
public funds are properly accounted for and legally spent.

e Inspect financial records of special districts in Placer County.

e Inquire into the conditions of jails and detention centers.

e Inquire into charges of willful misconduct in office by public officials or
employees.

Most grand jury “watchdog” findings are contained in reports describing problems
encountered and making recommendations for solutions. In order to accomplish the
county watchdog functions, committees are normally established. During its term,
the grand jury issues final reports on the operations of government in Placer County.
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The governing body of the public agency, whether city or county, which was the
subject of the report, must respond to the grand jury’s findings and recommendations
in a timely manner, as prescribed by California law.

CITIZEN REQUESTS - As part of the civil function, the grand jury receives many
letters from citizens alleging mistreatment by officials, suspicious misconduct, or
governmental inefficiencies. Requests received from citizens are investigated for
their validity. Such requests are kept confidential.

CRIMINAL INVESTIGATIONS - The criminal grand jury holds hearings to
determine whether evidence presented by the district attorney is of sufficient nature
to warrant persons having to stand trial in court. A minimum of 12 jurors must vote
for an indictment in any criminal proceeding.

QUALIFICATIONS Prospective grand jurors must possess the following
qualifications (Penal Code Section 893):

e Be at least 18 years old.

e Be aresident of California and Placer County for at least one year
immediately prior to selection.

e Be in possession of his or her natural faculties, of ordinary intelligence, of
sound judgment and fair character.

e Possess sufficient knowledge of the English language to communicate both
orally and in writing.

A person is NOT competent to act as a grand juror if any of the following apply:

e The person is serving as a trial juror in any California court.

e The person has been discharged as a grand juror in any California court
within one year of the beginning date of service, July 1.

e The person has been convicted of malfeasance in office or any felony or other
high crime.

e The person is serving as an elected public official.

Desirable qualifications for a grand juror include the following:

Be in good health.

Be open-minded with concern for the views of others.
Have the ability to work with others.

Have genuine interest in community affairs.

Have investigative skills and an ability to write reports.

SELECTION - In the spring of each year the Presiding Judge selects persons at
random from the list of volunteers, who have been interviewed and determined to
have met the above qualifications.

Xiii



Volunteers can expect that a criminal records check will be conducted. Applications
are reviewed for consideration and an interview is scheduled with either of the
following people, the Presiding Judge, the foreman of the outgoing panel, or an
assistant of the Presiding Judge. After the interview process, prospective applicants
are requested to appear for the final selection. At this time, with outgoing grand
jurors in attendance, 19 names are drawn randomly by the court clerk. Another 12
names are drawn and ranked to form the alternate list of jurors. The new 19 grand
jury members are sworn in and given a description of their duties and responsibilities
by the Presiding Superior Court Judge. The citizens begin a one-year term on July 1.

COMMITMENT - Persons selected for grand jury service can expect to serve 25 to
30 hours per month for a period of one-year(July 1 through June 30).

REMUNERATION — Grand jurors receive a nominal payment for meetings
attended.

ORIENTATION - An orientation program about county and city government and
other county entities will be provided to the newly selected grand jury panel.

WHY BECOME A GRAND JUROR? — Those who volunteer and are accepted for
grand jury service should feel privileged to be selected. They enter this service with
interest and curiosity in learning more about the administration and operation of the
government of Placer County. Serving as a grand juror requires many hours and you
must be earnest in your commitment.

GRAND JURY REPORTS

As an independent agency, the Placer County Grand Jury maintains its own
website. Past and present final reports along with responses to those final
reports may be found on the Placer County Superior Court website:

http://www.placercourts.org/grandjury.htm
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REQUEST FOR GRAND JURY ACTION
Placer County Grand Jury
DeWitt Center
11490 C Ave., Auburn, CA 95603

Notice: This form and any supplemental material will be treated confidentially. The Grand Jury is prohibited by law from disclosing any aspect of an
inquiry prior to issuing a final report. For various reasons the grand jury cannot investigate all requests for action, therefore you may wish to pursue
other avenues.

Your Name
Your Mailing Address City Zip Code
Home Telephone Work Telephone
PERSON / AGENCY YOU ARE REPORTING

Name
Address City Zip Code
Telephone

Please use space on back of form for a brief narrative of key events.

Attach any correspondence or documents about the subject.
LIST OTHER OFFICIALS/AGENCIES YOU HAVE CONTACTED ABOUT THIS SUBJECT

Official/Agency Address Approximate date of contact

PAST OR PENDING LAWSUITS

Explain what you know of past or pending lawsuits related to this matter.

Your Signature: Date:

Please mail completed form to the Placer County Grand Jury Foreperson at the above address.

For Official Use Only. Do not write in the space below.

Number: Date Received: Date Considered:

Disposition:
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REQUEST FOR GRAND JURY ACTION, CONTINUED

NARRATIVE OF KEY EVENTS
(Please include dates and names of persons /agencies involved)
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REQUEST FOR GRAND JURY ACTION FORM
INSTRUCTIONS

l. The Grand Jury Citizen Complaint Form should be prepared after all attempts
to correct a situation have been explored and have been found to be unsuccessful.

Il. Instructions for preparing the Citizen Complaint Form:

a. The complaint is against:

e Include the name of the individual or organization the complaint is against.

e Insure correct spellings.

e If the complaint is against an individual within an organization be sure to
include the individual’s title or position on the organization.

e Provide the street address (not a P.O.Box), city and zip code.

e The telephone number of the organization or individual cited should include
the area code.

b. My complaint against the above-named person or agency is:

e Describe the problem in your own words being as concise as possible,
providing dates, times, and names of individuals involved.

e Cite specific instances as opposed to broad generalizations.

e Attach any available photographs, correspondence or documentation that
supports your complaint.

e If more room is required, attach extra sheet and include their number on the
last line of the first sheet — i.e.: “three (3) additional sheets are attached.”

C. Complainant:
¢ Include your name, street address, city, zip code, telephone number and area
code.
e Your name will be held in strictest confidence. All grand jury documents are
secret and cannot be subpoenaed in court or revealed to the public.

Mail this complaint form to the address shown on the front.

Please sign your complaint. You may file an anonymous complaint if you wish.
However, the grand jury is less likely to investigate anonymous complaints because
they will not be able to contact you for clarification and follow-up. They are also less
likely to get to the truth of the matter if it does choose to investigate.

1. The grand jury will respond to your complaint and acknowledge its receipt.
The grand jury may contact you directly during its inquiries.
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TO APPLY FOR OR CONTACT THE GRAND
JURY

Placer County residents are encouraged to volunteer for Grand Jury service.
This may be done by visiting the Grand Jury website listed below and
filling out the Application for Service.

Residents of Placer County are encouraged to write or contact the Placer
County Grand Jury by one of the following methods:

Placer County Grand Jury
11490 C Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Grand Jury Website: http://www.placercourts.org/grandjury.htm

Grand Jury E-mail address: grandjury@placer.ca.gov

Telephone inquiries: Call 530-886-5200 530-889-7404
Please leave a detailed message containing your name, address along with

your telephone number and a representative of the Superior Courts will
contact you.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR RESPONDENTS

The legal requirements affecting respondents and responses to Grand Jury findings and
recommendations are contained in California Penal Code, Section 933.05. The full text of the
law is printed below.

Each Respondent should become familiar with these legal requirements and, if in doubt, should
consult legal counsel prior to responding.

For the assistance of all Respondents, Sections 933.05 of the California Penal Code is
summarized as follows:

The responding person or entity must respond in one of two ways:

1.  That you agree with the finding.

2. That you disagree wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the response shall
specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an explanation of the
reasons for the disagreement.

HOW TO REPORT ACTION IN RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations by the Grand Jury require action. The responding person or entity must
report action on all recommendations in one of four ways:

1.  The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary of the implemented action.
2. The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the
future, with a time frame for implementation.

3. The recommendation requires further analysis. If a person or entity reports in this
manner, the law requires a detailed explanation of the analysis or study must be submitted to
the officer, director, or governing body of the agency being investigated.

4.  The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not
reasonable, with an explanation therefore.

BUDGETARY or PERSONNEL RECOMMENDATIONS

If either a finding or recommendation deals with budgetary or personnel matters of a County
department headed by an elected officer, both the elected officer and the Board of Supervisors
shall respond if the Grand Jury so requests. While the Board of Supervisors’ response is
somewhat limited, the response by the department head must address all aspects of the findings
and recommendations.

APPEARANCE BEFORE THE GRAND JURY

Prior to the publication or release of Grand Jury findings, the Grand Jury may request a
personal appearance by the person or entity to discuss the proposed findings.

ADVANCE RELEASE OF GRAND JURY REPORT
DISCLOSURE PROHIBITED PRIOR TO PUBLIC RELEASE
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Two working days prior to release of the Final Report, the Grand Jury will provide a copy of
the portion of the report to all affected agencies or persons. No officer, agency, department, or
governing body of a public agency shall disclose the contents of the report prior to its release.

TIME TO RESPOND, WHERE AND TO WHOM TO RESPOND

Section 933.(c), Penal Code, depending on the type of Respondent, provides for two different
response times and to whom you must respond:

1.  Public Agency: The governing body of any public agency must respond within ninety
(90) days. The response must be addressed to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court.

2. Elective Office or Agency Head: All elected officers or heads of agencies who are
required to respond must do so within sixty (60) days, to the Presiding Judge of the Superior
Court, with an information copy provided to the Board of Supervisors.

The Presiding Judge of the Placer County Superior Court system is:

The Honorable Larry Gaddis
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
County of Placer
101 Maple Street
Auburn, CA 95603

Also, please send your responses in the form of an
original hard copy as well as digital copy on Compact Disk
to the Placer County Grand Jury, addressed as follows:

Placer County Grand Jury

11490 C Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603
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CALIFORNIA PENAL CODE
SECTION 933.05

a.  For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each Grand Jury finding, the
responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following:

1.The Respondent agrees with the finding.

2. The Respondent disagrees wholly or partially with the finding, in which case the response
shall specify the portion of the finding that is disputed and shall include an explanation of the
reasons therefore.

b.  For purposes of subdivision (b) of Section 933, as to each Grand Jury finding, the
responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following actions:

i. The recommendation has been implemented, with a summary regarding the implemented
action.

ii.  The recommendation has not yet been implemented, but will be implemented in the
future, with a time frame for implementation.

iii.  The recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation and the scope and
parameters of an analysis or study, and a time frame for the matter to be prepared for
discussion by the officer or head of the agency or department being investigated or reviewed,
including the governing body of the public agency when applicable. This time frame shall not
exceed six months from the date of publication of the grand jury report.

iv. The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or is not
reasonable, with an explanation therefore.

c.  However, if a finding or recommendation of the grand jury addresses budgetary or
personnel matters of a County agency or department headed by an elected officer, both the
agency or department head and the Board of Supervisors shall respond if requested by the
Grand Jury, but the response of the Board of Supervisors shall address only those budgetary or
personnel matters over which it has some decision-making authority. The response of the
elected agency or department head shall address all aspects of the findings or recommendations
affecting his or her agency of department.

d. A Grand Jury may request a subject person or entity to come before the Grand Jury for
the purpose of reading and discussing the findings of the Grand Jury report that relates to that
person or entity in order to verify the accuracy of the findings prior to their release.

e.  During an investigation, the Grand Jury shall meet with the subject of that investigation
regarding that investigation, unless the court, either on its own determination or upon request
of the foreperson of the Grand Jury, determines that such a meeting would be detrimental.

A Grand Jury shall provide to the affected agency a copy of the portion of the Grand Jury
report relating to that person or entity two (2) working days prior to its public release and after
the approval of the Presiding Judge. No officer, agency, department, or governing body of a
public agency shall disclose any contents of the report prior to the public release of the Final
Report.
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WATER AND WASTEWATER RATE INCREASES

CITY OF LINCOLN

SUMMARY::

The Placer County Grand Jury investigated two complaints into water and wastewater rate
increases by the City of Lincoln to determine if the increases were in violation of Proposition
218. The Grand Jury reviewed both Proposition 218 and documentation provided by the City of
Lincoln in support of its rate increases. Proposition 218 specifically excluded fees for water,
sewer and refuse collection services from the voter approval requirement of Proposition 218.
For four years the City of Lincoln elected not to pass on rate increases by Placer County Water
Agency resulting in a shock to the community when the cumulative 70% increase in water rates
was imposed. Wastewater rate increases are attributable to improvements to the existing
wastewater treatment plant and operating costs of a new wastewater treatment and reclamation
facility. Even though the cost of construction was borne by developers, the new facility has
generated increases in operating costs. It appears that revenue generated as a result of increases
in wastewater rates will be allocated exclusively to the operation of the wastewater treatment and
reclamation facility. The Grand Jury concluded that water and wastewater rate increases by the
City of Lincoln were adopted in compliance with Proposition 218 and no vote of the public was
required.

BACKGROUND:

The Grand Jury received two complaints regarding water and wastewater rate increases by the
City of Lincoln. Specifically, the complainants inquired whether the city could impose such
increases without a vote of the people, and if in doing so the city had violated the provisions of
Proposition 218.

Proposition 218, entitled the “Right to Vote on Taxes Act,” was approved by the voters of the
State of California in November 1996. While Proposition 13 imposed restrictions on taxes,
Proposition 218 focused on two other government revenue sources—assessments and fees.
Notification and election procedures were adopted for the approval of assessments and property-
related fees or increases in existing assessments and fees. However, fees for water, sewer and
refuse collection services were specifically excluded from the voter approval requirement in
Proposition 218.

METHODOLOGY:

The Grand Jury researched Proposition 218 as well as relevant legal opinions and a Supreme
Court decision. The City of Lincoln was contacted and asked for documentation supporting the



rate increases. The Grand Jury examined the documentation provided including staff reports
dated March 14, 2006, and July 11, 2006, related to the water and wastewater rate studies. (See
Appendices A and B)

FACTS:

On March 14, 2006, the Lincoln City Council held a public hearing to consider an increase of
water rates. Ordinance 801B was subsequently adopted on March 28, 2006, with an effective
date of May 1, 2006. Existing water rates were not adequate to recover the costs of providing
water service. Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) charges for 10,000 gallons of treated water
increased annually from $11.56 in 2003 to $19.65 in 2006. These charges cover the cost of
water only and do not include the cost of local delivery systems. Nevertheless, the city had not
implemented corresponding rate increases. Rather it absorbed the growing costs in an attempt to
minimize the effect on water users. At the time of the public hearing, the city was collecting
only $13.09 of the $19.65 cost of water resulting in a projected deficit for FY 2006-2007 of
$2,612,724. The newly adopted rate of $22.90 projects a positive balance of $31,484.

On June 20, 2006, the city held a public workshop to review the wastewater rate study. On July
11, 2006, the Lincoln City Council held a public hearing to consider an increase of wastewater
rates. Ordinance 808B was subsequently adopted on July 25, 2006, with an effective date of
September 1, 2006. Permit requirements imposed by state and federal agencies necessitated
approximately $20 million of improvements to the existing wastewater treatment plant in order
to accommodate the immediate demands of new development. The city and developers
cooperated in the wastewater treatment plant expansion and the subsequent construction of a new
wastewater treatment and reclamation facility. The new facility was not built with taxpayers’
dollars, but rather was funded by developers. The city anticipated increased operational costs
associated with the new wastewater treatment and reclamation facility, but could not determine
those costs until the facility had been in operation for a period of time. The wastewater treatment
and reclamation facility has now been in normal operations for 12 months. A budget has been
developed incorporating the increased costs and forms the basis for increasing wastewater rates.
Staff recommended that the wastewater rates be phased in over a two-year period to reduce the
financial impact on residents. Current monthly wastewater service charges total $17.50 per
equivalent dwelling unit and have not been increased since 1996. The new service charges will
be $22.75 through June 30, 2007, and $27.98 for FY 2007-2008. After the first two years,
normal increases relative to the consumer price index are anticipated.

Financial documents submitted in support of the rate increases have been reviewed by the Grand
Jury. It appears that revenue generated as a result of these increases will be allocated exclusively
to the operation of the wastewater treatment and reclamation facility. None will be transferred to
the general fund.



FINDINGS:

The Grand Jury found:

1. The City of Lincoln adopted water and wastewater rates in accordance with Proposition
218, and no vote of the public was required under Proposition 218.

2. Between 2003 and 2006, the City of Lincoln elected not to pass on water rate increases
as they occurred, resulting in a cumulative increase of approximately 70% and a shock to
the community.

3. The City of Lincoln purchases treated water from Placer County Water Agency. As a
result, it is paying to support PCWA'’s treatment and delivery system.

CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:

The Grand Jury concludes that the City Council for the City of Lincoln took no illegal actions in
its implementation of water and wastewater rate increases without prior voter approval. It is a
matter for the voters of the city to determine whether to seek rate adjustments by way of the
initiative process available under Proposition 218.

The Grand Jury recommends the following actions be taken by the City of Lincoln:
1. Review the city policy of absorbing cost increases rather than passing them on as they
occur.

2. Explore alternatives for the acquisition of water, including construction of a water
treatment plant to allow for purchase of untreated water.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):

1. Lincoln City Manager
2. Lincoln City Council

APPENDICES:

A. March 14, 2006, staff report.
B. July 11, 2006, staff report.
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TO: City Council ;

FROM: Gerald F. Johnson, City Manag%

PREPARED BY: Steve Ambrose, Interim Financ; & Administrative Services Directo:%
DATE: March 14, 2006

ITEM: Water Rate Study

RECOMMENDATION: To hold a public hearing, to consider an increase of water rates and
to introduce and waive the first reading of an ordinance amending
Sections 13.04.205, 13.04.207 and 13.04.209 of the Municipal Code.

BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS: At the November 8, 2005 City Council meeting a Consultant
Services Agreement was approved for Hilton, Farnkopf and Hobson to complete a Revised Water
Rate Study. The need for the revised rate study was based on the fact that water rates were not
adequate to recover the costs of providing water services to our customers.

As a result of the Revised Water Study, it is recommended that the City’s base water rates be
increased to anywhere between $21.10 and $22.90. Fout options are presented in Exhibit A which
indicates the applicable base rate and tiered charges for each.

The major factor to cause such a substantial change is the increased cost to purchase treated water
from PCWA. Typically 90% of the water delivered annually to City customers is purchased from
PCWA. Exhibit B compares the monthly costs to purchase water from PCWA for each EDU
assuming 10,000 gallons of usage (The City’s current monthly water base rate includes 10,000 gallons
of usage). There ate two basic categories for the monthly costs to purchase water from PCWA,
“fixed chatges” and “water use”. The City must pay the fixed charges every month for every EDU
purchased regardless of the amount of water delivered to the City’s system. The Water Use charges
are paid based on actual water delivered to the City’s system.

Exhibit B indicates that the structure of the City’s current water rates do not even cover the cost of
purchased water from PCWA, let alone City distribution costs. PCWA rates effective in March 2004
cost the City $13.04 to purchase a basic 10,000 gallons. The PCWA rates effective in March 2006
will cost the City $19.65 for the same 10,000 gallons. The City Council has made every effort to
keep the monthly water base rate as low as possible; however, the increased cost to purchase PCWA
water has resulted in a deficit in the City’s Water Operations fund.

The projected results of the proposed rate increase options vary for the FY 2006-07 Water
Operations, ranging from an $879,134 deficit with a $21.10 base rate charge to a §$31,484 positive
balance with a §22.90 base rate charge. If the assumptions used in the revised water rate study are
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generally correct, the Water Operations will become financially stable in the FY 2007-08 with all
four options and meet minimum reserve balance requirements.

Current average residential usage during the summer months is approximately 18,000 gallons per
month. Based on current rates, the average cost for residential water customers during the summer
months is §26.42. The average summer cost based on the rate options for the period beginning May
2006 would be $42.86 with a base rate of $21.10, $44.19 with a §21.75 base rate, $45.57 with a
$22.45 base rate and $47.61 with a $22.90 base rate charge.

City ordinances have been established for water user rates related to construction water and
customers outside the City. Water user rates for construction water are twice the amount of the
highest tier for water users within the City. Water user rates for customers outside the City are
150% of the rates for customers inside the City.

Exhibit C presents comparative water rates for the communities of Rocklin, which is served by
PCWA, and Roseville, which administers its own water utility.

OPTIONS: The City Council may take the following actions:

1. Allow for a brief staff report.

2. Approve the Option 1 changes to the City’s water rates,
introduce the ordinance attached and waive the first reading.

3. Approve the Option 2 changes to the City’s water rates,
introduce the ordinance attached and waive the first reading.

4. Approve the Option 3 changes to the City’s water rates,
introduce the ordinance attached and waive the first reading.

S. Approve the Option 4 changes to the City’s water rates,
introduce the otdinance attached and waive the first reading.

6. Take no action at this time.

7. Provide staff with additional direction.

FISCAL IMPACT: The intent of the increase in watet rates is to recover the cost of providing
treated water to City customers and provide reasonable reserves to the Water Operations fund.

ACTION PLAN: No. 6

RELATED ACTION(S): The Wastewater Rate Study to follow upon completion of the Water
Rate Study efforts.
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MEMORANDUM
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TO: City Couneil ’;r {:.______

FROM: ardd F. Johnsan, City Pu1an+ge?‘gg;b/

PREFPARED BY. Steve Ambrose, Finance & Au:lmilrnistrat'r«-:- Services Dirnctnrﬁ:‘&
DATE: July 11, 2006

ITEM: Waslewaler Rate Shudy

RECOMMENDATION:  To hold a public hearing, to consider an increase of
wastawaler rales and to introduce and waive the first reading
of an ordinance amanding Sections 13.12.100, 12.12.110,
and 13.12.132 of tha Municipal Code.

BACKGROUNDIAMNALY SIS, In 1998 the City becarmne aware of now permiting
ragquiremants that ware baing implemeantad in regards to tha City's Waslewstar
Treatment Flant [WWTP) kcated south of Nicolaus Road. The estimated cost to
conatruct the nocassary improvamants would have been approximately $20 millien.
Had the City not been experiencing growh at ihis time, the debt service for the cost of
thesa improvements probably would have been added to the monthly sewer charga,

Diuring this lime e City was negotiating with Del Webb and Placer Holdings, Inc.
regardng the Twelve Bridges davelopment. The City and developers worked
cocperatively to frst expand the axisting WWITP to mee! the immediate demands of
new development and then planned the construction of 3 new Wastewater Traatment
and Reclamation Fadlity (MWW TRF)

The WWTRF was designed and constructed to mest all of the current permitting
requirements imposed by the State and Federal Agencies. Tne City was aware that ine
cost to operale the new WWTRF would increzse due to thesa naw requirements.

Hnwaver, the aciual costs could not be determined until the WWTRF aclualy sustained
norimal operations for a pericd of time.

The City Council and staff agreed that a 12 month operating period would be an
appropriate time to daterming the futdre operations coste for the WWTRFE. The City had
sufficient reservas inthe Wastewater QOperations Fund for this period of time undl the
appropriate monihly servics fees could be delermined, The WWTRF has been in
norme: cperations for 12 months and the City has contracted with Hilton, Farnkopf and

Hobson to comaleie a Wastewaler Rale Stuﬂg-. F
] ol \



The rate stucy {Eshibit A) insluded all aspscts of the City's wastewater operafions, not
anly the operations of e new WWTRE out also e collzclions divisicn and direcl cosl
allozation from the Finance Dapariment related ta customar accounts, A five year
pudget has been preparad and reviewed by Gty staff. These cosis are the basis for the
proposed waztawator mtes

The current monlhly wastewater sarvica charges total $17 60 per edu. These rales
have besn in effect since 1296, A history of the wasiewater rales is shown below:

Manthly Morthty
Crdinance Qrdinance  Effeclive Service Capital
Mumber _Late _Dale Charge _Fee .
RP4AR 6-13-39 T-1-89 $10.00
7-1-90 $11.00
7-1-91 $12.00
4B 7-21-82 g-1-52 214,00
GOZE B-144-83 11-1-93 $i14.00 £1.50
G358 4-13-96 G-1-96G $16.00 $1.60

On June 20, 2006 al 6:30 pm, the Cily held 8 pubtic workshop at the MiBean Park
Pavilion to review the rate study and discuss altermatives, Kathleen Catton of Hilton,
Fernkopl and Hobson presented the rate study and was able 10 display the afTact of
potantial rates on site

Afior covoral altarnatives were viewed and discussad it was recommended that the
wastewater rates be phased in over a two year period (o recuce he financial impact o
residerts. The Wastewater Gperations Fund has sufficient resenaes to implement ihe
nwo year phase-dn period.  After the first two years we anticipate normal increases
related to CPI, athough unknown factars could mpact future ratas,

The recommendad montnly sewer chargas per edu are as folows.

FY 2006-07 52275 {15.25 par month Increase)
FY 2007-08 $27.68 (55.23 per month increase)
FY 2008-09 2566 (§1.68 per month increase)
Fy 200810 La0.85 {$1.19 per month increase)
Fy 2010-11 £32.08 (51,23 par month increase)

Thi following exhibits are atiached for reference. Some of the documents were
presented by the corsuliant and others by City stalf.

ExhEit 8 = Proposzd Rates Effec] |:|9r| Wastewater Operations Fund Balanca

Exhibit C — Comparison of Proposed Wastewater Ratzs wilh Oher Communities



Exhibil D - Comparison of Customer Bilis with Proposed Ratas
Exhibit E — Pie Charlef FY 2008-07 Wastewater Operations Budget
Exhibit F —Pie Chartof FY 2006-07 Collactions Budget

Exhibit G - Pia Chart of FY 2006-07 Trestmen! Burdget

Exhibit H — Chart Comparing Wastewater Rates and CPI

Another component of the Cily's wasiewalsr rales that was dizcussad atthe public
workshop was the monthly service fee on 3 “per edy’ bass for multi-family residential
and non-residential customars. The City has contracted wilh Larry Buckle 1o compleis
an evalsation of all current applicable customars in the City to deterning their achual
demands, in edu’s, on the system. For example, a business discharging & edu’s wauld
pay the manthly service charge mullizhed by 5, or $113.75 using tha proposed ralas.

Wihan Larry has complatad his analysis and prepared delailad calculations for all
currant muli-family and non-resdential custormars, a modification to the crdinance will
be drafted and presentad lo the Council for approval. Upon approval by City Counsil
the effected customers will be notified of the change and a copy of the calculation
submitied for {hoir records.

DFTIONS! The City Council may 1zke the following actions:
1. Alow for a brief staff repor.
2. Infroduce the cordinance attached and ‘waive the first
reading.
3. Take nc aciion at this time.
4  Provide staff with additional direction,

FIeCAL IMPACT: The intent of the increase i wastewater ratas is o racovar the cosl

of providing sewer services to the City customers end provide reasonable resenves o
the Wastewater Dperations fund.

ACTION PLAN: M.
RELATED ACTION{S): Fulwe amendmgntto Section 13.12,100 of the Lincoln

Municipal Code related to EDU charges for Multi-family residential and Nonsesidential
customers.



ROSEVILLE TRANSIT
A wide disconnect between capacity and usage

Roseville City Council

SUMMARY:

The Grand Jury conducted an investigation into the operation of Roseville Transit as part of
its overall responsibility to confirm that taxpayers are receiving the maximum value for tax
revenues spent to support the public transportation system. The Grand Jury found there is a
large disconnect between the size of the buses in use and the actual number of riders aboard
them.

The Grand Jury also concludes and recommends that agencies and local governments
responsible for oversight of Roseville Transit should require increases in average fare box
recovery rates for the fixed routes within the systems. Currently, Roseville Transit relies
upon a disproportionate amount of the total average fare box recovery from the commuter
bus routes which potentially can be impacted and displaced by the expansion of light rail.

BACKGROUND:

The Grand Jury has made an inquiry into Roseville Transit. As members of the community
at large, the Grand Jury believes it is an important responsibility for government and the
taxpayers to provide dependable, efficient mass transit options for the public. The consensus
of the community is that we all benefit tremendously from public transportation in a variety
of ways:

- Decreases traffic congestion

- Decreases fossil fuel consumption

- Decreases air pollution and other environmental hazards

- Provides dependable transportation for seniors, disabled, and others

Mass transit options should continue to be encouraged and supported by the public, federal,
state and local governments. The community should also demand that Roseville Transit
utilize wisely and efficiently the transit authority revenue and tax support provided by its
citizens as to not jeopardize the future success of area mass transit and the agency.

Roseville Transit receives tax revenue support from 0.25% of local sales tax that is collected
on all retail purchases, and the 4.75% tax due on all purchases of gasoline and diesel fuel.

11



METHODOLOGY:

Interviews with the following officials:

1. Transportation and Bikeways Manager for the City of Roseville
2. Assistant Auditor Controller for the County of Placer
3. Public Works Manager, Transit Services for the County of Placer

Review of the following documentation:

Transportation Development Act (TDA)

Roseville Transit operating financial statements for the past three years
Roseville Transit ridership detail statements for the past year

Roseville Transit organization chart

Roseville Transit bus fleet detail

Roseville Transit current fiscal year budget

Uk~ wdE

Individual review of actual random routes of Roseville Transit:

Roseville Transit is composed of three distinct busing operations. They have the fixed route
system which serves the City of Roseville exclusively. The fixed route buses travel on routes
described in Appendix B. They have the commuter lines, which ferry passengers back and
forth to Sacramento during work days. The third component is the dial-a-ride operation. It
may be utilized by telephoning a dispatcher and requesting a ride to a location within the City
of Roseville.

Selected members of the Grand Jury rode the fixed route buses at various times and observed
and recorded selected experiences.

1. The buses were clean, presented a nice appearance, and were operated in a
courteous and professional manner.

2. The buses were on time and the fares were properly collected.

3. Ridership on some routes, such as A and B (see Appendix B) were fairly light
with no more than nine passengers aboard at any given time.

4. Buses on other routes such as F and G were almost vacant of passengers.

FACTS:

The TDA mandates to all transit authority entities that benefit from the support of public tax
money that they recover a pre-determined amount of their operating costs from fares
collected on the routes. This amount is expressed as a percentage and varies depending on
the size of the district. This percentage is referred to as the “fare box recovery”. The TDA
requires a city the size of Roseville to have an average of 15% fare box recovery of their
public transportation operating costs through revenues received in the fare boxes of the
buses.
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Fixed Routes:

The fixed route fare box recovery rate currently is 9.3% of operating costs. The subsidy per
passenger is $6.53 per ride. A fixed route bus will pick up 7.6 passengers for each hour of
operation. Fixed Route buses carried 280,957 passengers last year at a cost of $2,023,555.

Commuter Buses:

The commuter buses fare box recovery rate currently is 82.5% of operating costs. The
subsidy per passenger is $0.71. A commuter bus will pick up 13.3 riders per hour of
operation. The commuter buses carried 86,170 passengers last year at a total cost of
$347,798.

Dial-a-ride:

Dial-a-ride buses carried 46,553 riders last year at a cost of $790,451. They had a fare box
recovery ratio of 12.9%. The subsidy per passenger is $14.79. On average for each hour of
operation a dial-a-ride bus will pick up 3.1 passengers.

Since the fixed route buses are the largest component of Roseville Transit and have a fare
box recovery rate that is less than the desired average, we have calculated the cost savings
that would have to be made if the fare box recovery rate were to be increased to 15%. As
stated above, the current cost to operate the fixed route buses is $2,023,555. They currently
generate fare box revenue of $187,890. Therefore, $187,890. divided by $2,023,555 equals
9.3%, which is their current fare box recovery rate. If the fixed route buses were required to
recover 15% of operating costs from the fare boxes and they were able to continue to collect
fare box revenues at their current levels, the costs of operations would have to decrease to
$1,252,600. That means that cost savings of almost $800,000 would have to be achieved. If
the fixed route buses were not able to reduce operating costs, then an additional $115,600 in
fare box revenues would be required.

FINDINGS:

The operating statements of the fixed route bus lines state that 7.6 passengers board the buses
each operating hour. If the passengers remain on the buses for an average of 30 minutes
each, then we find that each bus carries an average of 3.8 passengers. Most of the routes are
plied by buses with rider ship capacity of twenty-five to twenty-nine passengers. This leads
us to the conclusion that there is a wide disconnect between rider ship capacity and actual
rider ship. By casual observation it is not uncommon to see a bus with no passengers, and it
is uncommon to see one with more than eight or nine passengers.

As previously stated, a city the size of Roseville must recover an average of 15% of their
public transportation operating costs through revenues received in the fare boxes. Roseville
Transit has generally exceeded that requirement. For the past fiscal year their fare box
recovery rate was 18.2% for their combined fixed routes, commuter routes and dial-a-ride
bus services. This better than required recovery rate is due to the highly successful
commuter routes which recover 82.5% of its operating costs from the passengers. This
success is due to excellent management of the route and due to the number of commuters that
take advantage of the service for their commute into Sacramento.
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If for any reason the commuter route was eliminated, then the Roseville Transit would not be
able to collect the revenues sufficient to satisfy the 15% recovery rate previously discussed
and would not be in compliance with TDA. Recently, Folsom Stage Lines faced a similar
problem. (See Appendix A)

In past years Folsom Stage Lines was able to meet the fare box recovery targets because it
also ran a successful commuter bus service to Sacramento. Folsom had to cancel that service
when light rail opened, because TDA funds can’t be used for redundant services — bus and
light rail, for instance — along a single transit corridor.

Folsom then had to apply for a two-year exemption from the fare box collection target.
During this two-year exemption, Folsom must increase rider ship on the fixed routes and
significantly reduce expenses in order to regain the ability to conform to TDA requirements.

CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:
1. The Grand Jury recommends that Roseville Transit revisit the question of the size of
the buses they utilize to insure appropriate correlation between passenger capacity

and rider ship.

2. The Grand Jury recommends that the Roseville City Council demand the fare box
recovery rate for the Fixed Route buses be no less than 15%.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):
e Roseville Transit

1

e Roseville City Council
2
APPENDICES:

A. Article from the Sacramento Bee dated July 3, 2006
B. Bus routes
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Dial-A-Ride
is even better
with friends!

Is your senior complex or club planning

a community outing? Have more fun and
take the worry out of driving by using
Roseville Transit Dial-A-Ride.

We can take senior groups to community
outings all over the Roseville area, whether
it's dining, shopping, theater or society
meetings - we go there.

Information:
(916) 774-5757
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‘paying the $5.10 fare for the two of us to ride
all day, and took the short hop to the Sierra
‘Gardens transfer station, one of five located
throughout 1 town. At quarter capacity, we

transportation system. Here, Cambra shares the sights
seen.and observations of he and his son as local...

Ihé Press-Tnbune

nance, I left home at 10 a.m. for the 15-

" minute walk to the nearest bus stop, located
nght outside the front door of Sutter Roseville .
Medical Center on North Sunrise Avenue. .

| ccompanied by my S-year-old son
Sam, and armed with only water bot-
tles and Goldfish crackers for suste-

."We boarded the A line around 10:30 a. m

Wlth our entire itinerary planned out a day enough time to get from the f1rst bus to the

18

Ga57 przces have many reszdents lookmg for other ways
to get around. Press-Tribune reporter Paul Cambra and
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We choose the E line; which covers, th

-mid-eastern side of Roseville. Driver Any
Miller has been steering a bus for nine ye
navigating the E and the G routes seven t
each on a daily basis. She says she doesn
any noticeable increase .of riders on Spar
Air Days, when free bus service is offere
all Placer County transit prov1ders in an

~ attempt to improve the region’s air quahtw
during the summer smog season.
_ “Most of my riders are from Maidu -
Village, the senior apartment complex” s

would find this fo be a common trend in advance we flgured to get on almost every ~ S2id; “I know most of them by their first
throughout the day, as we usually had our ~ line and see every corner of the city within names.” ‘
choice of the 28 seats provided. . the confines of one day. Not leaving myself

Se¢ Journey, pag
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Journey:

Continued from page Al

Miller mainty drives them to.
shopping errands and doctor
appointments. One gentleman
boards her bus three mornings a
week, transfers to the J line and
picks up regional transit to Cal
Expo, where he bets the ponies.

“It’s what he does for recre-
ation,” Miller said, “And he
relies on public transportation to
get him there.”

She points out that Roseville
does not yet offer a lifetime pass,
available to those 75 years and
older, but with the city’s typically
progressive nature, she wouldn’t
be surprised to see them some-
day in the future,

Loraine Browning, a trans-
portation department representa-
tive, said that while there is not
yet a lifetime pass, the eligibilty
for the senior discount is five
years younger than most cities,
giving a substantial price break
1o a significant portion of the
bus-riding population.

Next up was the F line, which
covers the southeastern corner of
the city, including the Maidu
Interpretive Center and its
adjoining park, library and
sports courts; and then the ¥ line
to the Civic Center, where we
took a walk while waiting for
our next bus to arrive.

Traveling north under the
railroad tracks on Washington
Boulevard, we came up for air
near the Amtrak/Greyhound sta-
tion on Pacific Street. Accessible
by two separate city bus lines,
the station is conveniently locat-
ed for those traveling beyond the
county’s border.

By the time we returned to
the station, the H bus was ready
to go. Heading in the direction -
we had just retarned from, pass-
ing the Historic District, the fair-
grounds and the police station
along the way, the route negotiat-
ed the northernmost areas of
Roseville.

Driver Stephen Diamond
called out the stops in advance,
reminiscent of the train conduc-
tor of .days gone by. A retired’
tool salesman, Diamond has
been driving a bus for more-than
two years now. After the initial
three to.four weeks of training,
all drivers receive regular testing
every three to six months. In
addition to the deft driving skills
required, a driver must also keep
the bus safe and civilized.

“A bus driver needs to act as
a mediator and a police force of
one,” he said. “If somebody is
being unruly or causing trouble,

I give them umtil the next stop to

work it out or they get off, It
happens every now and then”

It was well after lunchtime by
now, so Sam pulled the cord as

we approached the Woodcreek
Oaks shopping center. After a
quick meal at a taqueria, we
made it back to the bus stop just
in time to catch the M line,
which covers the west side of
town, including Sun City.

We got off to stretch our legs
at Misty Wood Park on Pleasant
Grove, one of a dozen parks the
buses pass, then hopped back on
the H line, said hello to Stephen
the driver, and spoke with Mar
Bickley, a regular passenger for
the past four years.

“] get everywhere I need to
go on Roseville Transit,” Bickley
said. “The drivers couldn’t be
any more helpful, advising on
transfers and such. You definitely
can’t drive a car as cheaply as
you can ride the bus.”

On Sundays, when fixed-
route buses are not running, she
takes advantage of the Dial-a-
Ride service offered to eligible
residents, By reserving a ride at
least a day in advance, riders are
given a 30-minute window mn
which they will be picked up at -
the nearest possible location.

The city bus also caters to the
youth with an “All Access” sum-
mer pass for only $10, good for
unlimited rides on four local
transit systems, Tywon Worthy,

17, spent the summer riding the

bus every Monday through
Thursday from his Roseville
home to Sierra College. There,
he took a summer course in
.social psychology, storing up

~ extra credits for his sentior year at

Roseville High.

“The bus does not go directly
to Sierra College” he said. “At
the Galleria I need to get on
Placer County Transit to take me

i ™ I'he Sierra
f Gardens
transfer

m station..
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there. But the bus is always on
time, and I was able to rely on it
to get me to school all summer.”

As for Sam and I, a brief ride
on the K line takes us to the
Luis/Orlando transfer station, the
southernmost spot to get off the
bus.and the place to catch a
Regional Transit bus to
Sacramento. It’s nearing rush
hour, and as the traffic gets
thicker, the buses tend to Tun a
bit slower.

The A line arrives a couple of
minutes late, and we notice it is
the first time today that the bus
was not punctual. Inside, the 11
passengers reveal the weariness
of the day, most of them heading
home after work, most shumped
low in their seats.

Riders be warned. The buses
are very good about leaving on
time: Try not to cut your transfer
times too close, or a little after-
noon traffic could throw &
wrench into your travel plans.

We would soon find this out,
as we decide to pass up our final
stop at Sutter Hospital to ride
just one more bus, making it an
even 10 for the day. With the
commute slowing things dwn,
we arrive at the Sierra Gardens
transfer point as our next, and
final, bus is heading out without
us.

A quick scan of the route

times reveals no other way home

than to wait for the B to come
back, in an hour. Perhaps a quick
jaunt on the F or the G line

. would have gotten us back to the

station in time, but we erred on
the side of caution, and waited

‘out the time at the nearby dog

park, finishing up our snacks

- and watching the hounds play.
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We board the B line at 5:55 Galleri
p.m., greeted with a smile by the
driver as if it were his first route

in the moming, not his next to
last. We pull the vord onelast
time, and get off where we first
got on, a bit wearier, but feeling
like we'd seen the town as best
we could.

For Sam, it will not be his last

' ride of the day, as I lift him onto

my shoulders for the short walk
home after eight hours, 10 buses,
countless miles and a few good
memories. For $5.10, you could
do a lot worse.




Annual Inspection of Auburn Police Department

Auburn Police Department

SUMMARY:

The Grand Jury conducted its annual inspection of the Auburn Police Department. The
Department is in compliance with California Penal Code Section 919(b). A commendation
letter to the Chief of Police was sent following the on-site inspection.

BACKGROUND:

Each year the Grand Jury inquires into the conditions and management of all public prisons,
jails and holding areas within Placer County as required by Penal Code Section 919(b).
Accordingly, the Grand Jury conducted an on-site inspection of the Auburn Police
Department. As part of that inspection the Grand Jury looked into such areas as: training of
staff, condition of booking area, and information available to those in custody. In addition,
maintenance, security and cleanliness of the holding cell areas, prisoner clothing and the
general appearance of the facilities were inspected.

METHODOLOGY:

The Auburn Chief of Police was contacted to schedule an appointment to inspect the facility
and talk to some of the staff. During the visit on December 11, 2006, the Grand Jury took
notes, asked questions and toured the facility.

FACTS:

California Penal Code Section 919(b) states “The Grand Jury shall inquire into the condition
and management of the public prisons within the county.” This facility, located at 1215
Lincoln Way in Auburn, was previously an elementary school until the police department
moved into the building in 1991. Auburn is a Type 1 facility which holds arrestees for no
more than two or three hours before transporting them to the Placer County Main Jail. Type
| facilities can hold prisoners for a maximum of 96 hours.

The staff consists of 26 sworn officers, 10 non-sworn staff members, and 13 volunteers.
There are five sergeants on staff—one in investigations and four supervisors for the patrol
officers.

The facility’s holding area has a security camera and restraints which consist of a bench and
handcuffs for incoming arrestees.
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During the inspection the Grand Jury was informed of the Auburn Police Department’s
intention to upgrade from one dispatcher to two for 24 hour coverage. Plans are underway to
increase the volunteer staff from 13 to 35 in the near future.

Mobile Command Unit
Auburn Police Department was the lead agency in Placer County in acquiring a $500,000
grant to purchase a mobile command unit. For this successful endeavor the Grand Jury

presented a commendation letter to the Auburn Chief of Police. A copy of the
commendation letter is attached (See Appendix A).

FINDINGS:

The Grand Jury finds the Auburn holding facility and its staff meet the requirements of the
California Penal Code Section 919(b).

CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:

There are no current recommendations from the Grand Jury regarding the Auburn facility.
The Chief of Police and staff are doing a very good job with internal management and
community outreach.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):
No responses are required.

APPENDICES:

A: Commendation letter to Auburn Chief of Police
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PLACER COUNTY GRAND JURY

(530) 886-5200 FAX (530) 886-5201
Mailing Address: 11490 C Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603

18 January 2007

Chief Valerie Harris
Auburn Police Department
1215 Lincoln Way
Auburn, CA 95603

RE: Letter of Commendation

Chief Valerie Harris

The 2006-2007 Placer County Grand Jury recognizes your outstanding accomplishments as
Chief of Police. In the course of our annual tour of the Auburn Police Department, we were
most impressed with the leadership you have exhibited this past year. In particular, your lead
in securing Federal funding resulting in the purchase of the Placer County Mobile Command
Center is to be applauded.

Your efforts in expanding the volunteer program are indicative of your professionalism and
your concern to provide additional services to the citizens of Auburn, while keeping the
financial burden to a minimum.

Thank you for your service.

Sincerely,

John Wallauch
Foreman
Placer County Grand Jury

Cc: Auburn City Manager, Bob Richardson
Auburn City Council
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Burton Creek Facility Annual Inspection

Placer County Sheriff’s Department

SUMMARY:

The Grand Jury conducted its annual inspection of the Placer County Sheriff’s Burton Creek
Substation. This facility has been recognized to be inadequate for more than ten years. With
the existing facility there is inadequate space to house all the essential functions of the
Sheriff’s administration, jail/booking facility, investigations, records and dispatch offices.
Burton Creek has found it necessary to expand the facility to keep up with the growth of its
department and anticipates a move to a new location in the near future. Given the condition
of the facility, the Grand Jury was pleased with the administration, maintenance and staffing
of this facility. The employees at Burton Creek are a credit to the community they serve.

BACKGROUND:

Each year the Grand Jury inquires into the condition and management of all public
prisons/jails and holding areas within Placer County as required by Penal Code Section
919(b). Accordingly, the 2006-2007 Grand Jury conducted an on-site inspection of the
Burton Creek Substation. Burton Creek is classified as a Type | jail, but currently is only
used for daytime lockup and temporary detainee and court holdings. Type I jails are facilities
that can hold a prisoner for up to 96 hours. Placer County has a working agreement with
nearby Nevada County Jail in Truckee to hold overnight and long- term detainees that can’t
be transported to the main Placer County Jail at the end of the day.

As part of the inspection the Grand Jury looked into such areas as the overall operational
condition of the facility, training of staff, condition of booking areas, information available to
those in custody, and security. The Grand Jury inquired into the type of meals served,
condition of the food and the food preparation area. Maintenance, security and cleanliness of
the holding cell areas as well as inmate housing area, prisoner clothing and the general
appearance of the facilities were also inspected. In addition, training and dispatch facilities
were inspected.

METHODOLOGY:

Grand Jury members visiting the facility were first familiarized with the requirements of
Penal Code 919(b). The members were provided with a checklist to guide them and record
their observations during the facility tour.

e A visit was scheduled with the facility manager.
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e During the inspection visit, questions were asked to determine how the facilities were
managed, as well as the process for handling arrestees and holding of the prisoners.

e Notes were taken of where deficiencies occurred or corrective action might be
needed, if any.

FACTS:

Burton Creek is classified as a Type | jail, but currently is only used for daytime lockup and
temporary prisoner and court holdings. The facility consists of a jail, a courtroom and the
sheriff’s office. There are a total of 60 people on Burton Creek’s staff, of which 45 are law
enforcement personnel. Among the 45 law enforcement personnel, nine are female,
including one sergeant and two of the four detectives. There is a large turnover of personnel
which the management believes is directly related to the cost of living, recruitment, working
conditions due to severe inclement weather and the location of the substation.

The dispatch center is a modern electronic control center, with each work station having
multiple computer monitors. Dispatchers have access to all law enforcement networks, a set
of site surveillance screens and direct access to the deputies in the field. Dispatch is covered
by two shifts a day from 5:00 am to 9:00 pm. At the end of the second shift the dispatch
responsibilities are turned over to the county’s central dispatch center. It is not unusual that
after 5:00 pm the two dispatchers on duty are the only personnel in the building. This makes
it difficult for them to physically answer the door if someone were to call on the emergency
telephone at the front door.

The Grand Jury was informed that the building complies with Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) only because the outside perimeter has not been changed to the point that new
standards must be met. However, access to the emergency phone, located outside the front
door, is not readily accessible to those with disabilities or the elderly. In addition, the front
concrete steps leading to the entrance of the substation were in poor condition.

Burton Creek Substation is equipped with holding areas for the booking process. The
facility’s booking area consists of a working desk, network access to insure proper detainee
identification and a small holding cell. Prior to incarceration at the main jail in Auburn, each
detainee has to be health certified by a nurse. If the detainee is to be transferred to the
Nevada County Jail, they have to be health certified by a medical doctor before being
accepted. Following the booking process, the arrestees are either transported to the main jail
located in Auburn or held at the Nevada County Jail in Truckee. Those that can’t be
transported by the end of the day or have to be held overnight are transferred to the Nevada
County Jail.

For those prisoners being held for a court holding or for daytime lockup, meals can be
provided. Burton Creek maintains up to a month supply of flash frozen meals that can be
prepared for those in custody. The facility utilizes a trustee who, aside from doing general
maintenance duties, assists in defrosting and heating the meals to be served.

Juvenile arrests are a special case because Burton Creek isn’t approved to handle them. In
the most extreme cases, they must be transported to Placer County Juvenile Hall in Auburn.
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Because this ties up manpower and is difficult for the families involved, there is an informal
agreement to book and release juveniles to their parents, if possible.

Due to the current condition of the Burton Creek Substation, Placer County is in the planning
stages to replace its existing facility by 2010. Management told the Grand Jury that one of
the main problems confronting the building of the new facility is the small window of
opportunity to build. The Tahoe area has strict guidelines regarding the seasons of the year
in which construction can take place in the area, which makes building an issue.

FINDINGS:

The Grand Jury found that the Burton Creek Substation complies with the applicable Penal
Code sections dealing with the processing and holding of persons in custody. As in past
Grand Jury findings, Burton Creek continues to be inefficient due to inadequate facilities.
The building is not ADA compliant in the sense that it is inadequate to serve the public in a
safe and effective manner. The Burton Creek facility has for many years been in need of
replacement due to these deficiencies. Taxpayer money continues to be wasted to patch or
quick fix the problems at this facility. We found overall that the management is doing the
best they can with this facility to keep it maintained and well managed.

CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:

Historically, over the past ten or eleven years, the Burton Creek facility has been recognized
by prior Grand Juries as being inadequate and should be replaced. Based on our inspection
the Grand Jury recommends:

1. ADA accommodations should be upgraded to current standards in all public areas.
Provide adequate access to the outside emergency telephone for those with
disabilities or the elderly.

Replacement of concrete steps leading to entrance of substation.

Improve conditions and add personnel for the dispatch center.

Issue update on the proposed building of a new facility by 2010.

The County should take a fast track approach to get the facility built and operational
due to the building constraints for the Tahoe area.

no

ISR AR

These recommendations are provided in the interest of officers and arrestees safety and
should be given immediate attention.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):

Placer County Board of Supervisors
Placer County Facility Services
Placer County Sherriff
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ROCKLIN POLICE DEPARTMENT ANNUAL
INSPECTION

ROCKLIN POLICE DEPARTMENT

SUMMARY:

The Grand Jury conducted its annual inspection of the Rocklin Police Department. The
Rocklin Police Department moved into a new and larger facility, which was designed to
handle its growth. The Grand Jury was pleased with the maintenance and staffing of this
facility.

BACKGROUND:

Each year the Grand Jury inquires into the conditions and management of all public prisons,
jails and holding areas within Placer County as required by Penal Code Section 919(b).
Accordingly, the Grand Jury conducted an on-site inspection of Rocklin Police Department.
As part of that inspection the Grand Jury looked into such areas as: training of staff,
condition of booking area, and information available to those in custody. In addition,
maintenance, security and cleanliness of the holding cell areas, prisoner clothing and the
general appearance of the facilities were inspected.

METHODOLOGY

Grand Jury members visiting the facility were first familiarized with the requirements of
Penal Code 919(b). The members were provided with checklists to use to guide them and
record their observations during the facility tours. An inspection was scheduled with the
facility manager. During the inspection visit questions were asked to determine how the
facilities were managed as well as the process for handling arrestees and holding of the
prisoners. Notes were taken of where deficiencies existed or corrective action might be
needed.

NARRATIVE/FACTS:

The Rocklin Police Department is well equipped with adequate booking and holding areas.
Each of the facility’s booking areas consisted of a counter area and secured benches with
handcuff restraints to be utilized for those in custody. Following the booking process, the
arrestees are transported to the main jail located in Auburn.
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FINDINGS:

The Grand Jury found the Rocklin Police Department complies with the applicable penal
code sections dealing with the processing and holding of persons in custody. The Grand Jury
commends this department for its cooperation and staff support. We found this department is
well maintained, well managed and a credit to the community it serves.

CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:

Based on the inspections and observations of the 2006-2007 Grand Jury, there are no
comments or recommendations to be made regarding the Rocklin Police Department.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):
No responses are required.
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ROSEVILLE POLICE DEPARTMENT ANNUAL
INSPECTION

ROSEVILLE POLICE DEPARTMENT

SUMMARY::

The Grand Jury conducted its annual inspection of the Roseville Police Department. The
Grand Jury was pleased with the maintenance and staffing of this facility. The Roseville
Police Department has found it necessary to expand the facility to keep up with the growth of
its department.

BACKGROUND:

Each year the Grand Jury inquires into the conditions and management of all public prisons,
jails and holding areas within Placer County as required by Penal Code Section 919(b).
Accordingly, the Grand Jury conducted an on-site inspection of Roseville Police Department.
As part of that inspection the Grand Jury looked into such areas as training of staff, condition
of booking area, information available to those in custody. In addition, maintenance, security
and cleanliness of the holding cell areas, prisoner clothing and the general appearance of the
facilities were inspected.

METHODOLOGY:

Grand Jury members visiting this facility were first familiarized with the requirements of
Penal Code Section 919(b). The members were provided with check lists to use to guide
them and record their observations during the facility tour. A scheduled visit was developed
with the facility manager on an agreed visit time and date. During the inspection visit
questions were asked to determine how the facilities were managed as well as the process for
handling arrestees and holding of the detainees. Notes were taken of where deficiencies
occurred or corrective action might be needed, if any.

NARRATIVE/FACTS:

The Roseville Police Department is well equipped with adequate holding areas for the
booking process and to record the information. The facility’s booking areas consisted of a
counter area and secured benches with handcuff restraints to be utilized for those in custody.
Following the booking process, the arrestees are transported to the main jail located in
Auburn.

At the Roseville Police Department, prisoners can be held for a maximum of 72 hours in
secure cells prior to being transported to the Auburn Main Jail. The Roseville Police
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Department operates a Type | Jail Facility within the Roseville Police Department. The jail is
staffed by correctional officers, and is open around the clock. Roseville's jail has eighteen
cells that can each house up to two persons. There are also two sobering (“detox™) cells that
are each rated for up to five persons. The jail is certified by the California Board of
Corrections to hold adult arrestees for up to 96 hours, but most arrestees are released within
24 hours. Therefore, there is generally no need for formal food preparation at this facility, but
if the need arose, quick meals are available. Most arrestees are either released on bail or
other release agreements, or are eventually transported to the Placer County Jail in Auburn.
Juveniles (people under the age of 18) who are arrested are booked in the Roseville Police
Department Jail. Most are then released to the custody of their parents. If juveniles need to be
kept in secure custody, they are transported to the Placer County Juvenile Hall.

The Correctional Officers book arrestees. Booking includes obtaining the arrestee's
identifying information, recording the arrest charges and other information about the arrest,
obtaining fingerprints, and taking photographs. The fingerprints are transmitted to the
California Department of Justice to verify the arrestee's identity and to record the arrest
charges on the person's criminal history. The correctional officers also feed and supervise
those in custody, and transport them periodically to the Placer County Jail.

FINDINGS:

The Grand Jury found the Roseville Police Department complies with the applicable Penal
Code sections dealing with the processing and holding of persons in custody. The Grand
Jury commends the department for its cooperation and staff support. We found the
department is well maintained, well managed and a credit to the community it serves.

CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:

Based on the inspections and observations of the Grand Jury, there are no comments or
recommendations to be made regarding the Roseville Police Department.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):

No responses are required.
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LINCOLN POLICE DEPARTMENT ANNUAL
INSPECTION

LINCOLN POLICE DEPARTMENT

SUMMARY:

The Grand Jury conducted its annual inspection of the Lincoln Police Department. The
Grand Jury was pleased with the maintenance and staffing of this facility. The Lincoln
Police Department has found it necessary to expand the facility to keep up with the growth of
its department and anticipates a move to a new location in the near future.

BACKGROUND:

Each year the Grand Jury inquires into the conditions and management of all public prisons,
jails and holding areas within Placer County as required by Penal Code Section 919(b).
Accordingly, the Grand Jury conducted an on-site inspection of Lincoln Police Department.
As part of that inspection the Grand Jury looked into such areas as: training of staff,
condition of booking area, and information available to those in custody. In addition,
maintenance, security and cleanliness of the holding cell areas, prisoner clothing and the
general appearance of the facilities were inspected.

METHODOLOGY:

Grand Jury members visiting the facility were first familiarized with the requirements of
Penal Code 919(b). The members were provided with check lists to guide them and record
their observations during the facility tours. An inspection was scheduled with the facility
manager. During the inspection visit, questions were asked to determine how the facilities
were managed as well as the process for handling arrestees and holding of the prisoners.
Notes were taken of where deficiencies existed or what corrective action might be needed.

FACTS:

The Lincoln Police Department is well equipped with the exception of the holding area
which is inadequate for the booking process. The facility’s booking area consists of a counter
area and sitting area. However, no handcuff restraints or monitoring system are utilized for
those in custody. This issue was a concern to the Grand Jury members regarding officer
safety.

31



Following the booking process the arrestees are generally transported, after a brief stay at the
facility, to the main jail located in Auburn. Lincoln Police Department does not have the
facility to hold the arrestees for an extended period of time, and they are transported to the
main jail as soon as possible. Therefore, there is generally no need for formal food
preparation in this facility.

The Lincoln Police Department anticipates moving from their current location to a larger
facility within the city. This move should take place within a year.

FINDINGS:

The Grand Jury found that Lincoln Police Department complies with the applicable penal
code sections dealing with the processing and holding of persons in custody. The Grand Jury
commends this department for their cooperation and staff support. We found this department
is to be well maintained, well managed and a credit to the community it serves.

CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:

Based on the inspection and observation by the Grand Jury, the following comments or
recommendations are made regarding the Lincoln Police Department:

1) Install wall-mounted handcuff restraint fixture to secure arrestees (See Appendices A
& B).
2) Install a wall-mounted seating area for booking arrestees.
3) Install a video camera in the booking room to be monitored by dispatch.
4) Provide a secure door from booking room to main hallway, i.e., keyless entry.
These recommendations are provided in the interest of officers’ and arrestees’ safety and
should be given immediate attention.
REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):
Chief, Lincoln Police Department

APPENDICES:

Appendix A: Grand Jury Letter, dated January 8, 2007
Appendix B: Lincoln Police Department response letter, dated January 25, 2007
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_LINCOLN POLICE DEPARTMENT

RECEWED
Brinn M. Vizzusi JAN 29 2007

Chief of Police

Placar Sounty Grand Jury
January 25, 2007

John Wallauch

Foreman

Placer County Grand Jury
11480 C Avenue

Auburn, CA. 95803

Dear Mr. Wallauch,

I enjoyed meeting with you and the other members of the Grand Jury & few
weeks ago and giving you a tour of the Lincoln Police Department. After your
visit, | received your lefter dated January B8, 2007, recommending four
improvements to our booking area.

After reviewing your recommendations, | believe they are sound and will
provide additional safety for our officers and staff.  Most of your
recommendations had already been considered, however we weighed the
number of times that we actually bring arrestess in to this area, which is rare,
with the cost of making these improvements, and also considered the short
time that we will be at our current faciiity. We should start the construction of
our new facility in the next few months.

We are moving forward and have already ordered the necessary items to
retrofit the booking area so that alf of the areas of concern will be addressed,
We believe that by mid-February all of your recommendations will have bean
met.

Again, thank you for your interest in our department and | look forward to
working with you and members of the Grand Jury in the future.

Sincerely,

B 1. Vo

Brian M. Vizzusi
Chief of Polica

770 Beventh Btrest + Lincoln, CA 856848 +3fmens [P16) 645-4040 + Fax [016) BA45.30148
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PLLACER COUNTY GRAND JURY

(530) 889-7469 FAX {530) BEG-T447
Maiiirg Address: 11490 £ Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603

8 Janary 2007

Chief of Police

Lincoln Police Department
770 7™ Street

Lincoln, CA 95648

Dear Chief Vizzusi,

Due to safety considerations for your employees, we believe it is imperative the below listed
recommendations be brought to your attention at the earliest possible date. Therefore, we
have directed this letter for your attention prior to the release of our final report:

Need to install wall mounted hand cuff restraint fixture to secure arrestees.
Need to install a seating area to the wall for booking arrestees,

Install video camera in booking room to be monitored by dispatch.

Provide a secure door from booking room to main hallway, ie. keyless entry.

These recommendations are provided in the interest of officers and arrestees safety and
should be given immediate attention.

Please notify the Grand Jury of your schedule to implement and the completion date of these
recommenled safety issues, '

Sincerely,

John Wallauch
Foreman

* Placer County Grand Jury
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Annual Inspection of Placer County Main Jail

Placer County Sheriff’s Department

SUMMARY::

Placer County’s main jail is located in Auburn and is operated by the Sheriff’s Department.
This facility houses prisoners from all law enforcement agencies located in Placer County.
The Grand Jury inspected the facility and determined that it is being operated in an efficient
and professional manner by a well-trained staff. During the past year improvements have
been made to reduce prisoner traffic in the medical unit waiting area by sending medical
personnel to the holding areas. Facility construction problems as noted in the 2005-2006
Grand Jury report still exist.

BACKGROUND:

California Penal Code Section 919(b) states “The grand jury shall inquire into the condition
and management of the public prisons within the county.”

METHODOLOGY:

An inspection of the Placer County Main Jail located at 2775 Richardson Drive in Auburn
was conducted on Thursday, November 16, 2006. The inspection team examined the general
appearance of the facility with emphasis on the booking/holding area and the medical care
unit.

FACTS:

The Placer County Main Jail was opened in July 1985. In 1992 construction of a 260-bed
addition was completed. Construction of a state of the art housing unit of 120 beds was
completed in April 2003.

The Placer County Main Jail is the only Type Ill facility for receiving, processing, and
housing inmates for all enforcement agencies located in Placer County. A Type Il facility
holds only convicted or sentenced inmates up to a year. Its full capacity is 640 beds, but it
generally operates at 90% occupancy. Prisoners are given a bed as soon as possible — usually
within a few hours. If the facility reaches 100% capacity, the Sheriff’s Department must
release some prisoners early.
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As reported in the 2005-2006 Grand Jury Report, open construction deficiencies from the
2003 addition remain. During this year’s visit, the Grand Jury was informed that the county
has begun modification to the shower units to stop water leakage into the cement walls. A
lawsuit was filed against the architect, contractor and two sub-contractors on the construction
project in 2005. The time frame for repairs is related to the lawsuit timeline. If the lawsuit is
resolved, the Sheriff’s Department will receive funds necessary to complete modification.

The re-stuccoing of outer walls of the Unit 4 Building has not been done. The plan for the
2006-2007 winter is to shrink-wrap the building as a temporary solution so it will not leak.
The same problem is now developing with a wall of a recently completed building at the
facility.

The Medical Unit of the Main Jail is well staffed and managed. Approximately 105 inmates
seek assistance in the medical unit each day. Inmates have access to around-the-clock
nurses, a medical doctor daily, a social worker daily, a psychiatrist one day a week and a
dentist two days per week. The staff is open to all questions concerning their unit, and the
area is well maintained. The Medical Unit routinely receives a 100% rating on their state
medical inspections.

The booking/holding area is well secured with closed circuit television camera coverage and
adequate restraints for unruly arrestees. The area is connected by telephone to a state
interpretation line to help with non-English speaking persons. Each sobering cell can house
three people and the medical unit staff checks on them every few hours.

FINDINGS:

The Grand Jury finds that the Placer County Main Jail, managed and staffed by Placer
County Sheriff’s personnel, meets the requirements of the California Penal Code. In
discussions with staff and management, they demonstrated a high degree of motivation,
knowledge of job duties, and a willingness to answer any and all questions directed to them
by the Grand Jury.

The Grand Jury finds improvement in the operation and staffing levels that have allowed all
open beds to be assigned. Since the jail has reached maximum capacity, the need for a new
jail in the western part of the county has become a high priority.

The Grand Jury finds the construction problems regarding re-stuccoing of the Unit 4
Building and repairing the shower unit leakage remains unresolved.

The 2006-2007 Grand Jury commends the Sheriff and the jail medical staff for greatly
improving the overcrowded conditions of the medical unit’s waiting area since last year’s
inspection. An innovative approach of sending medical staff on daily sick calls to the holding
areas has greatly reduced prisoner traffic in the infirmary area.
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CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:

The 2006-2007 Grand Jury continues to be concerned about the County’s liability regarding
these open construction problems. Although litigation with the contractor is ongoing, the
county is at risk of having further damage occur to the building area in question, as well as to
other recently constructed buildings.

e Regardless of the ongoing litigation, the Grand Jury recommends that re-stuccoing of
the building and fixing the shower unit leakage be addressed immediately.
REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):
Placer County Executive Officer

Placer County Sheriff
Placer County Counsel
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USE OF QUIMBY ACT FUNDS FOR PARK
REHABILITATION

AUBURN CITY COUNCIL

SUMMARY:

The Grand Jury investigated a complaint into the alleged inappropriate use of Quimby Act
funds by the Auburn City Council for rehabilitation at Recreation Park in the City of Auburn.
The Grand Jury determined, based on California Government Code Section 66477, the
Auburn City Council did not violate the act in the use of these funds. Upon reviewing the
law, the Grand Jury found that the use of Quimby Act funds was appropriate for the clean-up
and rehabilitation of Recreation Park.

BACKGROUND:

The Grand Jury received a request to investigate the possible inappropriate use of Quimby
Act funds by the City of Auburn. Specifically, the complainant believed Quimby Act funds
were being inappropriately used for a rehabilitation project at Recreation Park.

In June 2005, the Auburn City Council voted to transfer Quimby Act funds to Auburn Area
Recreation & Park District. The complainant alleged that for a number of years Auburn
Recreation District has chosen to spend its funding for items other than rehabilitation and
repair.

A city clean-up community service day was scheduled September 23, 2006, to give the park
a much needed facelift. The complainant believed that while the community service project
had merit, the use of funds from the Quimby Act was not an appropriate funding source. The
complainant believed the funds authorized from the Quimby Act were designated to replace
carpet, repair decaying structures and paint. The Auburn City Council voted unanimously to
support the use of these funds to help the clean-up project.

METHODOLOGY:

The Grand Jury researched California Government Code Section 66477, specifically
Subsection (a) (3), as well as relevant opinions from attorneys familiar with the Quimby Act.

The Grand Jury reviewed Auburn City Council minutes of June 27, 2005, and August 28,
2006.
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FACTS:

The Quimby Act became law in 1975 as a means for local governments in California to
fulfill a critical role in the effort to set aside parkland and open space for recreational
purposes. Cities and counties have been authorized since the passage of the Quimby Act
(California Government Code Section 66477) to pass ordinances requiring that developers
set aside land, donate conservation easements or pay fees for park improvements.

California Government Code Section 66477, Subsection (a)(3) states, “the land, fees or
combination thereof are to be used only for the purpose of developing new or rehabilitating
existing neighborhood or community park or recreational facilities to serve the subdivision.”

The Grand Jury reviewed Auburn City Council minutes of June 27, 2005, regarding
discussion of the expenditure of Quimby Act funds. By Resolution 05-81 the City Council
approved the transfer of existing Quimby funds to Auburn Area Recreation and Park District
(Appendix A). The Grand Jury also reviewed Auburn City Council minutes of August 28,
2006 (Appendix B) and Auburn Area Recreation and Park District’s presentation to the City
Council on that same date (Appendix C).

FINDINGS:

The Grand Jury found:

e California Government Section 66477, Subsection (a) (3) allows for funds from the
Quimby Act to be used for rehabilitating existing community parks.

e The Auburn City Council was justified in their decision to use Quimby Act funds to
finance the clean-up and rehabilitation of Recreation Park in the City of Auburn.
CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:
The Grand Jury concludes:
The Auburn City Council did not violate provisions of the Quimby Act and was justified in
voting to utilize Quimby Act funds for the rehabilitation of Recreation Park in the City of
Auburn.
REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):
No response is required.
APPENDICES:
A. Auburn City Council minutes June 27, 2005.
B. Auburn City Council minutes August 28, 2006.

C. Auburn Area Recreation and Park District’s presentation to Auburn City Council
August 28, 2006.
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AUBURN CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
REGULAR SESSION
June 27, 2005
Closed Session 5:30 p.m
Regular Session 6:00 p.m.

The Regular Session of the Auburn City Council was held in the Council
Chamber, City Hall at 1225 Lincoln Way, Auburn, California with Vice Mayor
Mike Holmes presiding and City Clerk Joseph G.R. Labrie recording the minutes.

CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
Council Members Present: Kevin Hanley, Mike Holmes, Keith
Nesbitt, Bob Snyder
Council Members Absent: :Aoa)yor Dowdin (who arrived during Iltem
Staff Mehbers Present: City Manager Bob Richardson

City Attorney Charles Wachob
Public Works Director Charles Clark
Finance Director Andy Heath

By MOTION adjourn to a Closed Session under Government Code
section 54957:6 MOTION: Snyder/Nesbitt/Without Objection

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATORS

Agency designated representatives: David Mackowiak, Robert Richardson
Employee Organizations: All City employee groups

REPORT OUT OF CLOSED SESSION
No reportable action taken.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

MAYOR’S COMMENDATIONS/PROCLAMATIONS/ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS/
ANNOUNCEMENTS

Mayor's Proclamation: Placer County SPCA 16" Annual BBQ & Blues Day
Chery! Gibson accepted the proclamation.
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Vice Mayor Holmes wished a Happy Birthday to the U.S. Navy League on its
103" birthday.

AGENDA APPROVAL

Approved.

CONSENT CALENDAR
1. Councjl Minutes

By MOTION approve City Council Minutes of February 28, and May 9,
2005.

2. i the 2005 Au i

ltem removed by Council Member Snyder; follows Consent Calendar.

3. Old Town Business Association Funding Request for the 6™ Annual

Auburn Family Night Qut —~ Economic Development Commission
Recommendation

ltem removed by resident Dan Sokol; follows Consent Calendar.

4, Adoption of “Appropriations Limit"” for Fiscal Year 2005-2006

By RESOLUTION 05-77 adopt the Fiscal Year 2004-06 "Appropriations
Limit" for the City of Auburn in the amount of $7,835.272.

5. Adoption of interim Budgetary Spending Authority for Fiscal Year
2005-06
By RESOLUTION 05-78 adopt interim spending authority for fiscal Year
2005-06 for all City funds pending adoption of the final Fiscal Year 2005-
06 Operating and Capital Budgets.

La il e st il sl 2] End Of Consent Calendar RANRETTRNNTRRAEY

By MOTION approve Consent Calendar as amended. MOTION: Hanley/
Nesbitt/Approved 4:0/Absent: Dowdin

2. Chamber of Commerce Funding Request for the 2005 Auburn Family
4 of July Celebration-Economic Development Commission

Recommendation
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Council Member Snyder said the original request from the Chamber was
for $2,000 — not $2,500. He requested that the grant be for the original
amount.

Linda Robinson of the Chamber of Commerce said the Chamber did not
ask for the increased amount.

By RESOLUTION 05-75 approve a funding grant in the amount of $2,000
for the 2005 Auburn Family 4™ of July Celebration. MOTION: Snyderl
Hanley/Approved 4:0/Absent: Dowdin

Old Town Business Association (OTBA) Funding Request for the 6™
Annual Auburn Family Night Out — Economic Development
Commission Recommendation

City Manager Bob Richardson said the request for $1,500 was made prior
to the event but after the next Council meeting.

Linda Robinson of Aubum Family Night Out said the event was a great
success with about 3,000 to 4,000 people in attendance. The proceeds of
about $2,000 will benefit The Child Advocates of Placer County.

Council Member Snyder said he had a problem with this request because
it could be said that all or part of the City's contribution could be
interpreted as going to the charity, even though the community at large
benefited from the event. The City should not be giving tax dollars to
charity.

Resident Dan Sokol agreed with Council Member Snyder.

By RESOLUTION 05-76 approve a funding grant in the amount of $1,500
for the 6™ Annual Auburn Family Night Out. MOTION: Nesbitt/Hanley/

Approved 3:1/No: Snyder/Absent: Dowdin

Public Comment

Linda Robinson, President of OTBA thanked the City and the Council for
Project Auburn.

REPORTS

7.

COUNCIL BUSINESS

City Council Committee Reports

None.
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Sewer Assessme t ace Tax Roll

Finance Director Andy Heath told the Council there is no change in sewer
assessments from last year.

By RESOLUTION 05-79 authorize the 2005/06 Fiscal Year Sewer Service
Charges to be placed on the Placer County Tax Roll. MOTION: Hanley/
Nesbitt/Approved 4:0/Absent: Dowdin

Adoption of Capital Improvement Plan for 2005-2009

Public Works Director Charles Clark discussed with the Council his
department’s work plan, various projects and their priorities.

Council Member Snyder suggested that Mr. Clark hold a public hearing in
order to educate the public on how street and sidewalk improvements are
made, how the projects are chosen and prioritized. This would also be an
opportunity for him to get some feedback from the public.

By RESOLUTION 05-80 adopt the Capital Improvement Plan for the City
of Auburn covering a period of six years, 2005-2009. MOTION: Snyder/

Hanley/Approved 4:0/Absent: Dowdin

Auburn Recreation District (ARD) Fiscal Year 2006 Projects and
Quimby Act Fund Transfer Request

This item has been continued from the meeting of June 13, 2005. Review
the Fiscal Year 2006 work plan.

Alan Grenier of ARD discussed ARD'’s Capital Improvement Program
plans through fiscal year 2009-2010. He also summarized the District's
activity and expenditures of fiscal year 2003-2004.

As of June 30, 2004 the ending fund balance was $248,269.01. There
was discussion about why all the funds were not spent. City Attorney
Charles Wachob said the City can make requests of ARD but cannot
require them to spend their funds.

Council Member Hanley said this might be a good time for the City to
review its MOU with ARD.

Council Member Snyder said ARD should be more aggressive in spending
down its funds and get projects done.

Mayor Dowdin arrived at 7:27 p.m.
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~

Council Member Holmes said he was not pleased with the Grand Jury
Report about ARD and with the fact that ARD had not spent down all the
money from the City.

By RESOLUTION 05-81approve the transfer of existing Quimby funds.
MOTION: Nesbitt/Hanley/Approved 4:1/No: Holmes

“@Y‘“A“Q“M

Adjournment at 7:38 p.m.

ke Holmes, Vice Mayor
2 : Alice Dowdin, Mayor
J ph%.

R. Labrie, City Clerk
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AUBURN CITY COUNCIL
REGULAR SESSION MINUTES
August 28, 2006
Closed Session 5:30 p.m.
Regular Session 6:00 p.m.

The Regular Session of the Auburn City Council was heid in the Council
Chamber, City Hall at 1225 Lincoln Way, Aubum, California with Vice Mayor Bob
Snyder presiding and City Clerk Joseph G.R, Labrie recording the minutes.

CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
Council Members Present: Kevin Hanley (arrived at 5:45 p.m.),
Keith Nesbitt, Bridget Powers, Bob
Snyder
Council Members Absent: Mike Holmes
Staff Members Present: City Manager Bob Richardson

City Attorney Michael Colantuono
Police Chief Valerie Harris

Fire Chief Mark D'Ambrogi

Public Works Director Jack Warren
Engineering Division Manager Bernie
Schroeder

Finance Director Andy Heath
Administrative Manager Joanna
Belanger

Community Development Director Will
Wong

Airport Manager Jerry Martin

By MOTION adjourn to a closed session under Government Code Section
54957 .6:

CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR
Agency Designated Representative: David Mackowiak

Employee Organization: Firefighters Association & Police Officers
Association

REPORT OUT OF CLOSED SESSION

No action taken.
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

MAYOR'S COMMENDATIONS/PROCLAMATIONS/ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS/
ANNOUNCEMENTS

None.

AGENDA APPROVAL

Approved.

CONSENT CALENDAR

1.

Minutes

By MOTION approve City Council Minutes of July 6, July 17, July 19 and
24, 2006.

Rezone-580 Wall Street (Wall Street Gardens Condominiums) — File
RE 05-2

By ORDINANCE 06-6 hold a second reading by title only of an ordinance
changing the zoning designation for the Wall Street Gardens
Condominiums project at 580 Wall Street from Regional Commercial
(C-3) to Multiple-Family Residential (R3).

Second reading by title only by City Attorney Michael Colantuono.

Wastewater Treatment Plant Pond 1A Lining Project

By RESOLUTION 06-112 authorize the Director of Public Works to
execute a construction contract with Aero-West Construction, Inc. for the
Wastewater Treatment Plant Pond 1A Lining Project in an amount not to
exceed $407,787.60.

Telecommunications Commission Appointment

By RESOLUTION 06-113 appoint Dan J. Mc Nicholas to the
Telecommunications Commission to fill an unscheduled vacancy with the
term ending January, 2009.

Appointment to Economic Development Commission
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By RESOLUTION 06-114 appoint Bud Richardson to the Economic
Development Commission to serve out the term vacated by J. Randail
Smith ending December, 2006.

6. Edgewood Connector

item removed by Council Member Powers for further discussion; follows
Consent Calendar.

[ 221222222 a sl End Of Consent Ca'endar AT EARERNNARRSN

By MOTION approve Consent Calendar as amended. MOTION: Nesbitt/
Hanley/Approved 4:0/Absent: Holmes

6. Edgewood Connector

Public Works Director Jack Warren said that when this connector was first
brought up, the estimated cost was $50,000. The latest estimate is $3
million. The City's share would be about $1 million. In 1986 the City
began collecting mitigation fees of $3,905 per lot to build a second access
out to Highway 49 near Edgewood. The collected mitigation fees now
amount to $192,276. Cal Trans removed the Edgewood Connector when
they redesigned the Highway 49 project. For the City of Auburn this
project is far too costly and unaffordable. The City should keep the funds
and use them wisely elsewhere.

Council Member Hanley said he was concemed about the lack of an
escape route from that area. He would like a study of alternative routes.
And if there are no alternatives, perhaps the City should retum the
monies.

Council Member Powers agreed and said the monies should be retumed.

Council Member Nesbitt said he would like to see more real involvement
from the neighbors.

Council Member Snyder said City staff should provide a report on the
alternatives.

By RESOLUTION 06-115 terminate all efforts to construct the Edgewood
Connector, a second access from Highway 49 to the Auburn Hills
development, and use accumulated development impact fees for other
access improvements to this development. MOTION: Nesbitt/Snyder/
Approved 4:0/Absent: Holmes

7. Public Comment
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Christine Rydell from State Senator Anestaad’s office thanked the City
Council for helping to get the CHP helicopter back in Auburn. She also
thanked City Manager Bob Richardson and City Attorney Michael
Colantuono for all their help. She especially thanked Airport manager
Jerry Martin. She presented and read a Senate resolution honoring him
for his influential role in the retumn of the CHP helicopter to Auburn.

Council Member Snyder pointed out that Senator Anestaad didn't need to
take this on because Auburn is not even in his district. He saw the need
and got involved.

Rich Munster of Canyon Drive expressed his concerns about the
reconstruction of the sewer lift station across from his property. The
placement of the tank and generator presents an eyesore to his property,
ruins his view and may adversely affect his property value.

A neighbor also said he thought the project was misrepresented,
especially the visual part. He invited the Council Members to take a look
at the project.

REPORTS

8.

State Theater Report — Paul Ogden

Continued to the September 25™ meeting.

informational Reports from Staff

A, Public Works Director Jack Warren
Aubum School Park Preserve Phase 2 Project.

The contractor was unable to get a performance bond in the
amount of the contract ($3 million). The solution was to divide
Phase 2 into two parts so that he could get a $1.5 million bond for
each half. However, as of tonight, there is still no contract. There
should be one in the next few days (with some modifications).
Because of the delays on this project, the City is at risk of losing
two grants from the state of California and the Sierra cascade
totaling $715,000. They are set to expire on April 30, 2007.

Council Member Snyder said construction should be extended with
longer workdays to complete the project this year.

Mr. Warren said there would be additional costs for longer
workdays during winter.
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B. Police Chief Valerie Harris.
The Police Chief reviewed her written report. She discussed the

department's staffing, activities, grants and projects. She
discussed the radio system update and the crime statistics.

10. City Council Committee Reports

Keith Nesbitt reported on the Green Print program. He said they have
plans to greatly increase the tree canopy in the area.

Bridget Powers said the Endurance Capital Party will be held in October.

COUNCIL BUSINESS

11.  Auburn Recreation District (ARD) Finance and Capital Projects

Presentation
ARD District Administrator Kahl Muscott discussed ARD's finances and

Administrative Services Manager Joe Fecko discussed the capital projects
within the city limits of Auburn.

12. Auburn Park Preserve Phase 2, Amendment 4, RHAA

By RESOLUTION 06-116 authorize the Director of Public Works to
execute Amendment No. 4 to compensate RHAA for services provided for
the Auburn Park Preserve Phase 2. MOTION: Hanley/Powers/

Approved 4:0/Absent: Holmes
ADJOURNMENT at 8:45 p.m.

Adjourn to meeting of the Auburn Urban Development Authority.

Bob Snyder, Vice Mayor

Joseph G.R. Labrie, City Clerk
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Report to the 7
Auburn City Council c@é«.&a

“To: Honorable Mayor and City Council Members v

From: Robert Richardson, City Manager
Andy Heath, Administrative Services Director
Date: August 28, 2006
Subject:  Auburmn Recreation District Finance and Capital Projects Presentation

The Issue

Shall the City Council receive a report and provide feedback to the Auburn Recreation
District (“District™) regarding Quimby Act funds held for use on certain City of Auburn
parks projects?

Recommended Action Requested

Receive and provide feedback to Auburn Recreation District staff regarding the attached
report from the District.

Background

Through an agreement with the Auburn Recreation District, the City collects Park
Mitigation Fees for the District under the auspices of the Quimby Act. Periodically, the
District requests transfer of funds held to carry out the District’s Capital Improvement
Program, specifically as it relates to projects within the City of Auburn.

Kahl Muscott and Joe Fecko, the District’s Administrator and Director of Administrative

Scrvices, respectively, will provide the City Council with a brief report on current District
finances and capital projects currently being considered within the City of Auburn.

Fiscal Impact

During Fiscal Ycar 2005-06, the City collected approximately $49,500 in Park Mitigation
Fees.

Enclosure - August 28, 2006 Information Memorandum from the Auburn Recreation
District

ARD Finance and Capital Projects Presentation - 082806
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AUBURN AREA RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT

Honorable Mayor and City Council Members
City of Auburn

1225 Lincoln Way

Auburn, CA 95603

August 28, 2006

INFORMATION ONLY

The Aubum Recreation District (*ARD” / “District”) appreciates the Aubum City Council
providing an opportunity to bring it up to date with the current financial condition of the District
as it relates to projects undertaken and being considered using the City’s Park Mitigation Funds.
During the Council Meeting, Kahl Muscott and Joe Fecko, the District’s Administrator and
'Director of Administrative Services, respectively, will provide a bricf report on the information
presented below.

District Finances

The June 30, 2005 (Fiscal Year 2004-05) independent audit of ARD’s financial position, a copy
of which has been remitted to the City, resulted in ARD receiving an unqualified opinion on the
financial statements presented. The financial statements presented depict fund balances of
$1,564,086 for the District’s General Fund and $217,389 for the City’s Mitigation Fund (Exhibit
A). A detailed listing of capital outlay incurred using City Mitigation funds is also provided
(Exhibit B). The audit for Fiscal Year 2005-06 is expected to be completed by the end of
October.

The District’s Fiscal Year 2006-07 Proposed Operating Budget, which is expected to be adopted
by the ARD Board at the next regularly scheduled meeting, currently estimates completing the
fiscal year with an $82,000 budget surplus. It should be mentioned that the District has adopted
or is congidering the following changes demonstrating fiscal responsibility that should assure its
health for years to. come:

- Implementation of an annual 1- 2% contingency reserve policy that will continue to grow
cach ycar and will be utilized for unforeseen expenses;

- Passage of a resolution to put aside $75,000 each fiscal year as a reserve for the
replacement of equipment; and

- Consideration of a resolution to set aside funds each year for a “reserve for future capital
construction”.

& Customer Service; 123 Recreation Drive = Aubum, California 95603-5427 530 « 885-8461  FAX 530 - 823-0872
Q) District Office: 471 Maidu Drive - Auburn, California 95603-5723 530 »885-0611  FAX 530 « 885-0703

54




B1/38/2097 16:28 538-885-5508 CITY OF AUBURN

Honorable Mayor and City Council Members

Auburn Recreation District City Mitigation Finance and Project Overview
August 28, 2006

Page 2

City Mitigation Fund Projects

The District has compiled a list of City Mitigation Projects totaling over $211,000 that are
scheduled for completion during Fiscal Year 2006-07. Presently, the total amount available in
the City Mitigation Trust Fund is approximately $349,000. Kahl Muscott, ARD District
Administrator will provide a brief overview of the following projects currently scheduled for
completion in Fiscal Year 2006-07:

M e R A A AR f’dgﬂ,éﬂ s Tiﬁ?%li’&im e LA AT o e
Remoc!cl Recreation Park Picnic Units (Part $ 45,000 October 2006
of Project Auburn)

Parking Lot Expansion — Raithead Park $ 30,000 May 2007
Splash Pool Plaster and Tile $ 16,500 May 2007

QOld Offices — Flooring and Wall Treatment $9,200 November 2006
Slurry Seal Parking Lot (Part of Project $ 12,000 September 2006
Auburn) ,

g;';r Border — Recreation Park Playground $7,500 Spring 2007

| Lights at Fairgrounds “A” (Re-installation) $ 18,000 Spring 2007
Mount Vemnon Park $ 73,000 " | December 2006

Estimated Funding Requirements FY 2006-07: $211.200

Estimated Funding Remaining @ June 30, 2007:  $ 137,800 (1)

During the presentation, the District appreciates any feedback the City Council may have
regarding these projects.

District staff apprecijates the opportunity to work with the City of Auburn and we look forward to
a healthy relationship in the years to come.

(1) This amount will be augmented with any receipts of mitigation funds received from the City
during Fiscal Year 2006-07,
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EXHIBIT A

AUBURN AREA RECREATION AND PARK DISTRICT
STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENSES AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES

Revenues:
Property taxes
Special assessments
Fees for services
Use of money and property
Grants
Contributions
Miscelianeous

Total revenues

Expenditures:
Current
Recreation
Capital Outlay
Debt Service:
Principal
Interest

Total expenditures

Net changes in fund balances
Fund balances - July 1, 2004
Fund balances - June 30, 2005

For the Year Ended June 30, 2005

Special Revenue Funds

General City Youth - Dance

Fund Mitigation _Assistance _Program Totals
$2,1768026 $ - $ - $ - - 8§ 2,176,028
180,580 18,422 - - 196,982
977,013 - - - 977,013
363,002 - - 363,002
311,558 - - - 311,559
2.304 nd 454 - 2!758
43,341 - - - 43,341
4,053 805 16,422 454 4,070,681
2,565,934 4,776 - 612 2,571,322
1,345,570 42,526 - - 1,388,096
90,347 - - - 90,347
48,072 - - - - 48,072
4,049,823 47,302 - 612 4,087 837
3,882 (30,880) 454 (612) (27,156)
1,560,204 248,269 3191 1,612 1,813,276
$1564086 § 217,389 $ 3645 § 1,000 § 1,786,120
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Sewer Lift Station Upgrade

City of Auburn, Public Works Department

SUMMARY:

During 2006, the City of Auburn Public Works Department upgraded an existing sewer lift
station on Canyon Drive which resulted in numerous complaints from residents. The City of
Auburn installed a larger generator, more equipment and diesel fuel storage. As a result of
residents’ complaints, the Public Works Department has agreed to build a roof and wall over
the lift station equipment. The City will also landscape the area to reduce sound and
aesthetically improve the lift station site.

BACKGROUND:

During the past few years, the Public Works Department has focused on evaluating and
upgrading each of the city’s sewer lift stations to meet current regulatory standards. In 2006
the Public Works Department upgraded the existing Canyon Drive equipment. This included
an emergency generator for power back-up in case of neighborhood power failure, additional
storage capacity and more efficient pumps.

The Grand Jury received a complaint from residents on Canyon Drive about the upgraded
sewer lift station project. The complaint included having no advance notice from the Public
Works Department with specific construction plans; no engineering plans were provided; no
public notice or public meeting was held; no permit was obtained for the construction. In
addition, the residents complained of loud noise, strong odor, unsightly equipment and lack
of landscaping. The residents had suggested to the City that the site be relocated farther
down the canyon.

METHODOLOGY:

On January 15, 2007, members of the Grand Jury visited the site in order to observe and
assess the visual, auditory and olfactory effects of the lift station. Photographs were taken of
the newly upgraded equipment to compare with a photograph of the original lift station. (See
Appendices A and B). At the site, Canyon Drive residents approached the Grand Jury
members informally to discuss their concerns about the project.

On March 5, 2007, a meeting was held with the Public Works Director and the Engineering
Division Manager to clarify their position on upgrading the site.
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FACTS:

The Public Works Department is in the process of upgrading the twelve sewer lift stations in
the City of Auburn to meet current regulatory standards. Placer County built the original lift
stations in the late 1960s; however, they now belong to the City of Auburn who must
maintain them. Maintenance logs are available at the Public Works Department.

The City of Auburn Public Works Department upgraded the Canyon Drive sewer lift station
without obtaining a permit for the construction. No engineering plans were provided to
residents. No Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was obtained. No public notice or public
meeting regarding the project was given. The Department states its belief that no permit or
EIR was required because the project consists of repair, maintenance and minor alteration of
an existing sewer lift station. The project qualifies for a categorical exemption under the
California Environmental Quality Act Section 15301 which states “Class | consists of the
operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, leasing, licensing, or minor alteration of existing
public or private structures, facilities, mechanical equipment, or topographical features,
involving negligible or no expansion of use [emphasis added] beyond that existing at the
time of the lead agency’s determination. . . . Examples include but are not limited to: . . . (b)
Existing facilities of both investor and publicly-owned utilities used to provide electric
power, natural gas, sewerage, or other public utility services.” Absent the requirement for
environmental reporting, no public notice or public meeting is mandated.

City staff first notified residents of the impending upgrade in January 2006. Subsequently,
meetings were held with residents at the site on May 17 and August 17, 2006. Status reports
were provided to the City Manager, Mayor and City Council on August 25 and at a public
meeting on October 9, 2006. Another meeting was held with residents at City Hall on
October 24, 2006.

The residents complained that the upgraded station is visually unsightly and is noisy due to
the new generator and pump (It should be noted this was the same make and model as the
new generator placed at the Maidu Drive Lift Station the previous year). Canyon Drive
residents also noticed an unpleasant odor from the vent pipe and stated that hazardous
conditions could result from diesel fuel storage and/or leakage. In their opinion, there is a
lack of landscaping around the site, equipment obstructs their view and the project decreases
property values in the neighborhood.

During its visit to the site, the Grand Jury did not detect any odor emanating from the pump
station.

At the request of the residents, the Public Works Department relocated the equipment as far
to the east as was topographically practical, eliminated a six foot tall enclosure fence around
the project, and installed five foot high yellow bollards around the equipment as a safety
precaution to prevent vehicles from coming in contact with the electrical service pedestal and
control panel. Screening designs presented to the residents were rejected. At the residents’
request, the City cut the bollards down to three feet and allowed the residents to put a wood-
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like material over the bollards to blend in with the landscape. The City also provided the
residents with reflective tape to apply to the wood covers which, at the time of this report,
had not yet been applied.

In November 2006, an environmental noise assessment was conducted for compliance with
the City of Auburn Noise Element Performance Standards. Unmitigated generator noise
exposure exceeded the established daytime limit by approximately 4 decibels at the closest
residence. Noise-mitigating construction in the form of a noise barrier or partial enclosure
for the generator was recommended to comply with the applicable daytime noise exposure
limit. Unmitigated pump noise exposure was well below the applicable noise exposure
criteria.

The new generator is equipped with a 138 gallon double-walled fuel tank with a built-in leak
detection alarm system that will notify the operator in the case of a leak. The Public Works
Department stated that diesel fuel is much safer than natural gas due to its higher ignition
temperature.

The new equipment that has been installed will double the holding capacity of the lift station,
provide emergency power in the event of loss of PG&E power and provide up to date control
equipment. These enhancements will greatly reduce the risk of a sewer overflow of the lift
station. The generator is equipped with an automatic valve to shut off the equipment when
power is restored.

The aesthetics of the newly upgraded lift station are still a work in progress at this time. The
Public Works Department has installed a masonry block wall to enclose the equipment from
view. The residents had final input on color choice. With the installation of this wall, the
noise level will also be brought into compliance with the City of Auburn’s ordinance. A roof
and landscaping will be added soon to complete the project.

FINDINGS:

The Grand Jury found that no permit, no EIR, and no public hearing or notice was needed
because it was not new construction but an upgrade of existing equipment.

The Grand Jury found no violation of the California Environmental Quality Act.
The Grand Jury found while the Public Works Department did not involve residents in
project pre-planning, they did go to great lengths to accommodate the Canyon Drive

residents after the fact.

The Grand Jury found in January the Public Works Department should have applied
reflective tape to the wood-like bollard covers constructed by residents.
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CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:

It is recommended that the Public Works Department and the City of Auburn work closely
with affected residents in future upgrades of sewer lift stations.

It is recommended that the Public Works Department immediately apply reflective tape to
the bollard covers.
REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):

City of Auburn Department of Public Works
APPENDICES:

A. Photograph of original Canyon Drive lift station
B. Photograph of upgraded Canyon Drive lift station
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COUNTY AUDITOR REPORT

Auditor/Controller’s Office

SUMMARY:

The Grand Jury has looked into the operations of the Office of the Auditor/Controller for the
County of Placer. An examination was also made of accounting procedures and the ability of
this office to fulfill its responsibilities to other county departments and to the county’s
citizens and taxpayers. The procedures and capabilities of the outside auditors to perform
their functions were reviewed. The Grand Jury has concluded that this office and its outside
auditors are highly qualified to perform their assigned tasks.

The Grand Jury has also found it to be in the county’s best interest to form an Audit
Committee. That committee would oversee the functions of the county’s external auditors.

BACKGROUND:

In conformance with California’s Penal Code Section 925, the Placer County Grand Jury
looked into the county’s financial accounting practices.

The Grand Jury also looked to find the necessary levels of competency for the outside
auditors monitoring selected results of the Auditor/Controller’s Office.

METHODOLOGY:

The Grand Jury:

1) Interviewed the Auditor/Controller and selected members of her staff regarding their
operations, responsibilities and reporting procedures.

2) Reviewed the 2006-2007 Placer County Budget.

3) Reviewed the county’s comprehensive annual financial report for the fiscal year
ended June 30, 2006.

4) Interviewed the accounting firm, Gilbert Associates, Inc. who performed the state
mandated independent audit of the County, the County Redevelopment Agency, the
County Mosquito Abatement District and the First 5 Placer Children and Families
Commission (a component unit of the County of Placer). We also interviewed
individual members of the firm, Gilbert Associates, Inc., who conducted an audit of
the operations of this office. The Grand Jury also inquired about how, and to whom,
these external auditors reported their findings.
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NARRATIVE/FACTS:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

The assets of the county exceeded liabilities at the close of fiscal year 2005-2006 by
$719,599,000.

The county’s total net assets increased by $88,000,000 in the fiscal year 2005-2006.
This compares to an increase of $74,000,000 for the prior fiscal year.

The financial statements of the County of Placer have been reviewed by the firm of
Gilbert Associates, Inc., Certified Public Accountant’s and Advisors. They find the
statements to be in conformance with accepted accounting standards established by
the Government of the United States.

For the fifth consecutive year a “Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in
Financial Reporting” has been awarded by the Government Finance Officers’
Association to the County of Placer for its comprehensive annual financial reports.
(See Appendix A)

Peer review reports are prepared every three years by the American Institute of
CPAs. One was last prepared for Gilbert Associates, Inc. for the year ended
December 31, 2004. They were found to be conforming to professional standards.
(See Appendix B)

The county currently does not have an established audit committee

FINDINGS:

The Placer County Auditor/Controller’s Office provides the County with financial
information in a timely, clear and manageable fashion.

The external auditors for the county report their findings directly to the Board of Supervisors
and the Grand Jury. However, these entities currently are not set up as a true oversight
function for the annual county audits performed by outside auditors.

CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:

We commend the Auditor/Controller’s Office for continued outstanding performance of their

duties.

We recommend the Board of Supervisors establish an Audit Committee for the county. This
committee should be comprised of five individuals including:

A member of the Grand Jury

The County Auditor Controller

The County Executive Officer

The County Treasurer

Member of the Board of Supervisors
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The Audit Committee’s immediate responsibility would be to review the independent
auditors’ report of the Annual County Audit. The Board of Supervisors could establish other
responsibilities as they see appropriate.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):

County Executive Officer.

APPENDICES:

A. Certificate of Achievement for County of Placer.
B. Peer review report for Gilbert Associates, Inc.
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Certificate of
Achievement
for Excellence
1n Financial
Reporting

Presented to

County of Placer
California

For its Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report
for the Fiscal Year Ended
June 30, 2005

A Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in Financial
Reporting is presented by the Government Finance Officers
Association of the United States and Canada to
government units and public employee retirement
systems whose comprehensive annual financial
reports (CAFRs) achieve the highest
standards in government accounting
and financial reporting.

Clrtns bty

President
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Executive Director
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Y

h

'||,||
Ml
i

|

= e—
- oo

sk

MANN . WEITZ & ASSOCIATES L.L.C.

Certified Public Accountants and Consultants
108 Wilmot Road Deecfield, JIL 60015

PHONE 847.267.3400 FAX B47.267.3401

Email: info@mannweitz.com

May 25, 2005

To the Shareholders
Gilbert Associates, Inc.

We have reviewed the system of quality control for the accounting and auditing practice of Gilbert Associates,

Inc. (the firm) in effect for the year ended December 31, 2004. A system of quality control encompasses the

firm’s organizational structure, the polices adopted and procedures established to provide it with reasonable

assurance of conforming with professional standards. The elements of quality control are described in the

Statements on Quality Control Standards issued by the American Institute of CPAs (AICPA). The firm is -
responsible for designing a system of quality control and complying with it to provide the firm reasonable /
assurance of conforming with professional standards in all material respects. Our responsibility is to express an

opinion on the design of the system of quality control ‘and the firm’s compliance with its system of quality

control based on our review. '
Our review was conducted in accordance with standards established by the Peer Review Board of the AICPA.

During our review, we read required representations from the firm, interviewed firm personnel and obtained an
understanding of the nature of the firm’s accounting and auditing practice, and the design of the firm’s system of ]
quality control sufficient to assess the risks implicit in its practice. Based on our assessments, we selected - ~
engagements and administrative files to test for conformity with professional standards and compliance with the

firm's system of quality control. The engagements selected represented a reasonable cross-section of the firm’s

accounting and auditing practice with emphasis on higher-risk engagements. (The engagements selected

included among others, an audit of Employee Benefit Plans and engagements performed under Government

Auditing Standards.) Prior to concluding the review, we reassessed the adequacy of the scope of the peer review

procedures and met with firm management to discuss the results of our review. We believe that the procedures

we performed provide a reasonable basis for our opinion.

In performing our review, we obtained an understanding of the system of quality control for the firm’s

. accounting and auditing practice. In addition, we tested compliance with the firm’s quality control policies and
procedures to the extent we considered appropriate. These tests covered the application of the firm’s policies
and procedures on selected engagements. Our review was based on selected tests; therefore it would not
necessarily detect all weaknesses in the system of quality control or all instances of noncompliance with it.

_ There are inherent limitations in the effectiveness of any system of quality control and therefore noncompliance
with the system of quality control may occur and not be detected. Projection of any evaluation of a system of
quality control to future periods is subject to the risk that the system of quality control may become inadequate
because of changes in conditions, or because the degree of compliance with the policies or procedures may
deteriorate.

A

In our opinion, the system of quality control for the accounting and auditing practice of Gilbert Associates, Inc.
in effect for the year ended December 31, 2004, has been designed to meet the requirements of the quality
control standards for an accounting and auditing practice established by the AICPA and was complied with
during the year then ended to provide the firm with reasonable assurance of conforming with professional

standards. . ' : ; /lé |




Juvenile Detention Facility

Placer County Probation Department

SUMMARY::

The Grand Jury conducted its annual inspection of the Placer County Juvenile Detention
Facility and found it to be well maintained and staffed.

BACKGROUND: (Purpose of the report)

Penal Code Section 919(b) states: “The Grand Jury shall inquire into the condition and
management of the public prisons within the county.” The Juvenile Detention Facility (JDF)
is operated by the County Probation Department and is subject to inspection by the State
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Commission. The State Board of Corrections
inspects the facility to determine compliance with Title XV Section 8 of the California Code
of Regulations which establishes minimum standards for lawfully detaining minors." The
Grand Jury inspects the Juvenile Detention Facility as part of its responsibility to determine
the facility and its occupants are in good condition. Local authorities also conduct health and
fire safety inspections.

METHODOLOGY:

Members of the Grand Jury reviewed a juvenile facility checklist prior to taking a tour of the
facility on February 22, 2007. Questions were asked of the JDF Superintendent, the person
monitoring the closed circuit cameras, and a guard in the minimum security units during the
course of the tour.

FACTS:

At the time of the Grand Jury visit, there were 45 detainees - 30 were male and 15 female.
The JDF has a self-imposed limit of 50 detainees even though there are 75 beds in the
facility. This limit is based on the regular staffing level of 7 people during the day. If the
limit is exceeded, electronic monitoring and home suspension are used. The facility has four
units but currently uses three. Gang members from the two predominant gangs in Placer

thttp:/imwwi/bdcorr/ca.gov/regulations/2001_regulations_and_guidelines/guidelines/t_15_juv_guidelines_01/pd
f_files/introduction.pdf
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County are separated into different units. The third unit is for maximum security. All of the
units have both male and female prisoners.

A health screening is done by the nurse on check-in for communicable diseases, and the
results are kept confidential from the staff. If a juvenile is intoxicated, ill, or under the
influence of drugs, they are not checked into the JDF, but taken to the hospital. Detainees
can make an appointment to talk to the nurse whenever they want. Suitable clothing, towels,
bedding and toiletries are issued on check-in. The average length of stay is 14 to 21 days.
Toiletries are reissued each week. All of the items seen in the storage room as well as those
items seen in detainee rooms appeared clean and in good repair.

School is conducted from approximately 8 a.m. to 1:50 p.m. in open rooms in the three wings
currently in operation. There are two classrooms in the general population—one for older
and repeat offenders and one for younger and females. The maximum security unit also has
a classroom. In addition to the regular school curriculum, there is aggression replacement
training and substance abuse training.

Both positive and negative disciplines are used. Positive reinforcement is used through a
point system, with levels one through five, allowing detainees to earn special privileges for
good behavior. They can earn extra food, use the library, stay up one hour later or watch
movies. Negative discipline is issued by retaining juveniles for one to two hours alone in a
room. JDF no longer locks them in their rooms after the Correction Standards Authority
cited it in a report. Juveniles can also lose late night privileges.

The superintendent approximated 40 of the 45 prisoners are repeat offenders. The JDF does
not track recidivism. No suicides and no escapes from the facility have occurred within the
last few years. Currently there are only surveillance cameras for the perimeter of the
building and the booking area.

In the indoor recreation room, about 20% of the roof is open. This is not due to disrepair, but
was architecturally designed that way. It was raining heavily on the day of the Grand Jury
visit, and the room was quite cold with a large amount of standing water. Juveniles must
walk through this area and the standing water to reach the dining hall. The superintendent
does not attribute any injuries or illnesses to this design.

FINDINGS:

The JDF is a well-run facility with a very experienced and knowledgeable superintendent.
His staff appeared experienced, calm and caring while understanding the risks and limitations
of the detainees.

Recidivism is the tendency to relapse into criminal behavior. The recidivism rate is high. A
new system is planned that will have the capability to track re-arrest statistics. There is also a
need for a plan to reduce the recidivism rate.

It is possible the open roof in the recreation room presents a health and safety hazard.
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CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. The Placer County Grand Jury recommends the Criminal Justice Policy Committee and
the Juvenile Justice/Delinquency Commission initiate a special study with the objective to
formulate, implement and monitor a plan that will reduce the recidivism rate in the Placer
County Juvenile Detention Facility. The plan should set both short-term and long-term goals
for recidivism rates and establish consistent, dependable ways to measure recidivism. These
organizations should add other members to the organization, if deemed necessary to
accomplish the objective. The first draft plan should be in place by December 1, 2007.

2. For the safety of both staff and detainees, the Grand Jury recommends surveillance
cameras be placed within the facility to better monitor activities. Some obvious camera
locations are in the dining hall, open air recreation room and classrooms.

3. The drainage problem in the open air recreation room should be corrected. No one should
have to walk through standing water to get to the dining hall.

REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):

Criminal Justice Policy Committee Chairman Recommendation 1
Juvenile Justice/Delinquency Commission Chairman Recommendation 1
Placer County Chief Probation Officer Recommendation 1, 2, 3
Superintendent of Placer County Juvenile Detention Facility Recommendation 1, 2, 3
Director of Placer County Facilities Recommendation 3
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Data Rich, Information Poor

Community Development Resource Agency

SUMMARY::

The Placer County Community Development Resource Agency purchased a land use
management system. Four years and one million dollars later, this system still has not
been fully implemented.

Placer County purchased a software package to expedite its land use management
practices in 2003, with the system going live early in 2004. It was reported to the Grand
Jury that between the purchase price, ongoing software maintenance and user education,
the county has invested over a million dollars in this solution. To date, the Building
Department has successfully implemented the record keeping function, but few other
features are used. County management insists the delay is due to a complicated interface
that makes the system difficult to use. The system doesn’t support Placer’s multi-layered
permit fee structure, and until recently, an ambiguous county ordinance. While the
Community Development Resource Agency and Information Technology (IT) have
invested hundreds of hours in user training and process modification, there is scant
evidence that Placer County is getting value received for its money.

BACKGROUND:

After a detailed system search during 2002 and a comprehensive request for proposal
(RFP), the Placer County Community Development Resource Agency selected the KIVA
land use management software system from Accela Software of Dublin, California. On
February 18, 2003, the Board of Supervisors approved the purchase of this system. The
memorandum to the supervisors stated the automated system would assist in the
management and processing of land development, code enforcement, and permit issuing
functions, as well as provide a tool for the public to request services, apply for permits
and obtain status on existing permits. (See Appendix I). The system was purchased for
over $325,000 early in 2003 and activated after extensive testing in April 2004.
Information Technology estimated the county has spent more than $750,000 to
implement the system.

The software system is difficult to use, proprietary and thus cannot be modified. The
package has forced the Community Development Resource Agency to change processes
and procedures, perform scheduling and fee calculation manually, and then enter the
resulting data into the land use database. The underlying software is capable of
sophisticated communication and information sharing among multiple county
departments, but so far it has only been used for simple record keeping.
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METHODOLOGY:
Members of the Grand Jury:

e Reviewed the 2005-2006 Grand Jury report on the Building Department and
responses

e Interviewed the County Building Official and his IT Support Supervisor

e Received a background overview from the Placer County Community Development
Agency Director

e Observed first hand Building Department front desk operations

e Reviewed copies of management summary reports and implementation strategy

e Interviewed mid-level managers in county departments nominally using the land use
management system

FACTS:

The Accela KIVA business solution is a packaged application that supports land use
management, zoning, permitting, regulatory processes and information. KIVA can support
multiple community development services divisions and align the regulatory processes of
building, fire protection and prevention, public works, inspections, and licensing, as well as
feed data to the Assessor’s office. Placer County IT sits on the user review panel that helps
Accela set priority for new functions for future KIVA releases.

Placer County dubbed its new system “PLUS” for Placer Land Use System. Placer County
purchased this software package to expedite its land use management practices in 2003, with
the system going live early in 2004. It was reported to the Grand Jury that between the
purchase price, ongoing software maintenance and user education, the county has invested
over a million dollars in this solution.

Though PLUS was activated in 2004, it still has not been fully implemented even within the
Building Department. For example, modified permit fees must be calculated using the Excel
software program and then manually entered into PLUS, the system will not recalculate fees.
Computing the county’s multi-tiered commercial permit fees is beyond PLUS’s capability.
Thus commercial fees must always be calculated through the Excel model spreadsheet. Both
IT and technical staff commented that accurate fee calculation for commercial buildings
continues to be a major concern.

Senior management reported that mid-level managers audit each permit fee; they don’t. A
line manager suggested that Accounting was performing the audit; no internal or external
audit of this department has been done in at least the past two years. A previous Grand Jury
recommended that “A workable Quality Assurance plan should be developed. . .” for fee
calculation. This recommendation was bypassed in both the Community Development
Resource Agency Director’s and the County Executive Officer’s responses. (Appendices A,
B, and C)

During this investigation, no one in either the Building Department or IT was able to
generate a PLUS report to calculate how much in permit fees the county had collected and
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how accurate those fees were. It was explained to the Grand Jury that as the law had been
ambiguous in places, some latitude was allowed for individual technicians to interpret the fee
schedule, and PLUS only had the numbers plugged into it with no internal calculation
capability of its own. Based on a Grand Jury request, a 5% sampling of permits issued by the
Building Department within the last nine months was selected. (See Appendix D) One
representative page of the gibberish report generated in response may be found in Appendix
E. Neither the Chief Building Official nor his IT Support Supervisor who actually generated
it could decipher the report.

In response to a second similar request for information (Appendix F), the Grand Jury
received a comprehensive view of PLUS’s capabilities with screen shots, planned
implementations, cost breakouts, etc., reflecting actual Placer County property activity. It
was thus proven that within the county staff there is the data and the skill to use PLUS
effectively. (Appendix G)

The Chief Building Official claimed PLUS is not user friendly and does not currently meet
the needs of the department. Since August 2006, IT has held a series of fast track training
sessions for the users. A PLUS Usability Committee has been holding biweekly meetings
focused on implementation issues within PLUS, but there continue to be unresolved issues
with no definitive resolution scheduled.

Members of this year’s Grand Jury interviewed the Environmental Health Director and the
Director of Public Works (DPW.) The questions for both were basically the same: they were
asked if their departments used PLUS and what training their groups were given on the
PLUS system. Both department heads were aware of the program, and they confirmed they
did not utilize it as much as they would like because the information was not complete.
Environmental Health used other systems to generate reports. Public Works is familiar with
the system but does not really see it working for DPW. The DPW Director has not been
trained on PLUS. There has been no formal staff training for PLUS. Any training for PLUS
would have come from a fellow employee. Both Directors said there was a procedure set up
by the Board of Supervisors to aid in all training needs, with a formal counter staff training
session Wednesdays between 8 and 9am. These Wednesday training sessions covered a wide
range of topics including PLUS. There is a plan for a special room to be set up for specific
computer training including PLUS. However, no firm training schedule has been set.

Picture from Building Dept

Our interviews revealed the Building Department is attempting to change their processes to
accommodate the system. Forms have been redesigned and processes changed to suit PLUS.
But according to one manager whose staff has to deal with PLUS, the departments most
reliant on PLUS data—the Building Department, the Department of Public Works,
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Engineering & Surveying, Environmental Health, and Planning—all use paper forms to
generate a paper trail. Individuals don’t trust the automated system, and there is no push
from senior management to speed up the transition to automated processes. PLUS has the
capability to process inspection requests; however, this has not been implemented. The
system has the ability to track the process from plan check through final inspection signoff;
this has not been implemented. If the system were fully functional, detailed or summary
management control reports, such as those the Grand Jury requested, could be obtained on
demand.

On the positive side, courtesy of PLUS, the county is building a comprehensive Oracle™
database for land use management within Placer County. It is possible to access this data
outside of PLUS using common, secure computer technology for inquiries or updating the
data. (See the very brief comment on SQL in the Glossary.) This would simplify ad hoc
report analysis or enable IT to streamline existing land use management processes. At the
moment there are no plans to take advantage of this technology—potential users do not
understand it exists, and IT is not out leading the charge.

The Building Department worked with County Counsel to draft a revised permit fee
ordinance to:
1. Clarify and simplify several confusing fee specification sections in the current
ordinance,
2. Raise the permit fees annually based on the California Construction Cost Index
without requiring an annual fee ordinance.
The Placer County Board of Supervisors approved this ordinance in March 2007.

There is a process in place for a permit holder to request a refund if he has been overcharged.
The process, however, requires the requestor to specify exactly what was miscalculated and
demand a refund rather than PLUS identifying the error and automatically correcting it.
(Appendix H) There appears to be no process in place to collect underbilling. In fact, if a
client abandons a permit request, the county may do all of the work and only collect part of
the Plan Check fees.

The State of California is slated to move away from the Uniform Building Code in 2008 and
adopt the International Building Code. (The building department was previously using a fee
schedule unchanged since the 2001 Uniform Building Code was published.) The building
department plans to enlist a consulting firm to assist them in reviewing their current fees,
study their work processes and develop a fee structure consistent with state law. The
Building Department hopes this will allow them to calculate and later audit fees within the
PLUS system.

FINDINGS:

Placer County has spent over a million dollars on PLUS in the last four years. PLUS has not
been fully implemented. In as much as the system has been installed since April 2004, it is
distressing to report that functions supporting fee calculation, the inspection management
module, the interface with other departments, accounting and tracking functions have not
been activated.
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Placer County represented to the Board of Supervisors that the automated tracking system
would link county departments and give them the ability to efficiently retrieve, utilize and
apply the data regarding the status of land development projects.

The building department is currently using an Excel spreadsheet to calculate fees; they then
input the fees into PLUS. Accurate fee calculation for commercial buildings continues to be
a real concern.

The building department knows that California will change to the International Building
Code in 2008. The department did not reflect this in the ordinance it pushed through the
Board of Supervisors. It does not have a detailed plan in place to deal with this.

There appears to be a major disconnect between senior management’s rosy view of the staff’s
training and skilled use of PLUS’s capabilities and what’s actually happening in the affected
departments.

There is sense of urgency missing at all levels of county staff to fully exploit PLUS.

CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. The Grand Jury recommends that the Agency Director's office coordinate
e A formal training program for all direct PLUS users to be completed by year-end
2007,
e An overview program for all other staff members in the agency,
e A management awareness strategy to maximize the county's benefits from the
data and functions underlying the PLUS system.

2. A Quality Control Program for permit fee handling must be implemented. A policy
should be adopted for the automatic return or collection of identified permit fee
calculation mistakes.

3. There is an opportunity for Placer County to expand its land use services either by
integrating existing communications and data across all departments or by purchasing
additional functional service modules. This will require that PLUS users have access
to all of its functions and that Community Development Services develop a long-
range strategy to optimize its value to the county.

4. An external audit of this department is overdue and highly recommended.

5. Placer County must take advantage of I1T’s position on the Accela Users’ Council to
push Accela to implement a more robust fee calculation subsystem and get the KIVA
software prepped for changes mandated by the International Building Code.
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REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):

e County Building Officer Recommendations 1, 2, 3, 5
e IT Support Supervisor Recommendations 2, 3, 5
e Community Development Agency Director Recommendations 1, 2, 3,4, 5
e County Auditor Recommendations 4
GLOSSARY:
PLUS Placer Land Use System
SQL SQL (pronounced "ess-que-el™) stands for Structured Query

Language. SQL is used to communicate with a database.
According to the American National Standards Institute
(ANSI), it is the standard language for relational database
management systems. SQL statements are used to perform
tasks such as update data on a database, or retrieve data from a
database.

APPENDICES:

A. 2005-2006 Placer County Grand Jury Report “Findings from Investigation of the
Building Department,” Recommendations

B. John Marin’s memo to Judge Kearney, August 1, 2006, in response to the 2005-2006
Placer County Grand Jury Report “Findings from Investigation of the Building
Department,” Recommendations

C. Thomas Miller’ memo to Judge Kearney, August 1, 2006, in response to the 2005-2006
Placer County Grand Jury Report “Findings from Investigation of the Building
Department,” Recommendations

D. Grand Jury letter to Bob Marino, dated 2/15/2007, requesting additional information

E. Sample report page received from Marino in response to 2/15/2007 request

F. Grand Jury letter to John Marin, dated 4/05/2007, requesting additional information

G. Sample report pages received from Marin in response to 4/05/07 request

H. Request for Permit Fee Refund form

I.  Memorandum to the Board of Supervisors requesting approval for purchase of automated
permits tracking system
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Appendix A
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/ FINDINGS

The Grand Jury ﬁnds : :
*1.- No internal audit procedures exist to assure the consistency and accuracy of
bulldmg plan inspections and no internal audit procedure exists to verify .
 applicants are subject to the same building permrt charges as hsted in the Burldlng
e Department mformatronal handout

2. Management seems unaware that staff is drvrded into two factlons and that poor -
- morale exists for some employees. Unless it is controlled low morale can lead to .
-more pervasrve personnel dlssatrsfactlon

RE.COMMENDATIONS:
Thereis a genuine effort by members of the Department to operate at a hrgh level of

proficiency and serve the citizens of Placer County in a quality manner. The Grand Jury
-~ recommends: » :

- 1. The Burldlng Department should adopt internal procedures and controls provrdmg :
for the consistent and accurate inspection of building plans, and assuring all
building permits are calculated at the rate shown in the Department informational
handouts. Should the department management believe that exceptions to the '
percentage calculation rate are needed, then a formal policy change should be
adopted and regulations approved

2. Management must become aware that staff is drvrded and poor morale ex1sts for
some. -

30 Management should adopt a more open commumcatrons envrronment

4. “fast track” schedule should be implemented for trammg staff on the new
automated “PLUS?” system, to reduce errors and improving account audltmg

5. A workable Quality Assurance plan should be developed for the audmng of
internal activities to assure work accuracy and calculation of bulldmg perrmt fee:
charges. Thrs plan should include penodrc extemal audits.

6. A follow—up policy should be adopted for the return or collection of moneys when

S v'permrt errors are found..

REQUEST FOR RESPONSE (S):

'Responses are requested from the following:

e Building Department Chief ‘ Recommendatlons 1 through 6
e Community Development Resources Agency Recommendations 1, 4 and 6
3 County Chief Executlve Officer _ Recommendations 1, 4 and 6
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COUNTY OF PLACER
Community Development Resource Agency

John Marin, Agency Director ‘

R COUNTY
August 1, 2000 SUPER\(‘;;ACCOEURT OF CALIFORNIA

The Honorable Frances Kearmey
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court
County of Placer

11546 B Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Subject: Grand Jury — Final Report 2005-2006 — CDRA

Dear Judge Kearney:

| am pleased to respond to the findings and recommendations contained in the FY 2005-2006
Final Report of the Grand Jury related to the Community Development Resource Agency. | have
reviewed and considered the information contained in the Report. Following are my responses:

Recommendation:

1. The Building Department should adopt internal procedures and controls providing for the
consistent and accurate inspection of building plans, and assuring all building permits are
calculated at the rate shown in the Department informational handouts. Should the
depar